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INTRODUCTION 
This dissertation is concerned primarily with the economic and 
political aspects of the struggle for international copyright. It deals 
with economic motivations and a political contest. 
There are several reasons for writing a dissertation on the 
struggle for international copyright. The principal reason is to explain 
why the United States, enlightened and progressive as it thought itself 
to be, delayed in adopting international copyright until long after most 
of the rest of the world had done so. Such an explanation helps one to 
understand this nation and its history, because it reveals something of 
the character of the American people during the nineteenth century. 
Another reason is that the struggle for international copyright involved 
some very interesting and historically important people. It shows a side 
of their lives about which little is known. In addition, this subject 
introduces facets of American civilization which are seldom dealt with in 
history -- the importance of English writers to the Americans of the 
.first half of the nineteenth century, the practices of nineteenth-century 
American publishers, the phenomenon of American authors engaging in 
lobbying and politics. 
To obtain a full picture of the struggle for international copy-
right one must handle the story rather broadly, yet bring out the signif-
icant features of a number of subjects which, in themselves, could 
furnish material for further projects. Among these subjects are: the 
•• 
income obtained from the United States by English authors; the income 
from the United States and from abroad of American authors; the full 
story of the organizations that were formed to .fight for international 
copyright; the Southern opposition to international copyright; and the 
history of copyright in Congress. These cannot be treated exhaustively 
here; nor should they be, if one is to give the intended over-all view. 
The objective here is to survey the forest, and to inspect only those 
features of the trees which give the forest its particular and peculiar 
character. 
The author wishes to acknowledge his debt to Professor Warren s. 
Tryon of Boston University for his valuable advice and his patience in 
repeated readings of these chapters; to Professor Robert V. Bruce of 
Boston University for his kind assistance; to r~s. Helen Utlaut of 
Boston University for her friendly cooperation; to Dean Kenneth G. Ryder 
of Northeastern University for taking time out of his busy life to lend a 
very efficient hand to the completion of this project; to willing and 
able collegues of the History Department at Northeastern; to 
Hrs. Wallace P. Bishop for her encourageme nt; and ;to Putnam Bishop for 
doing the chores while his father worked on his dissertation. 
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REVIEW OF THE lftTORK OF OTHER INVESTIGATORS IN THIS FIELD 
There are sketches of certain aspects of the international copy-
right struggle in George H. Putnam's Question of Copyright and in 
R. R. Bov.rker 1 s Copyright, its History and its Law .. Of the two, Putnam's 
work is the more comprehensive. He had a very active part in many of the 
events with which he deals. He includes a chronological sketch of the 
procession of bills, memorials, treaties, and other actions. He also 
includes a fe1-r papers of special interest, such as Clay's Report and 
Simond's speech on international copyright. Much of his book is a resume 
of various copyri ght lmv-s. Probably the most useful thing in it is his 
informed estimate of the effects of t he passage of t he first international 
law. Bowker's book is of less value than Putnam's because it is more 
concerned with the legal aspects. However, he includes a. valuable brief 
history of the origins of copyright; and, like Putnam, he gives a sketch 
of the chronological events in the struggle for international copyright. 
Probably both a-uthors m-re much of their kno-viledge of the copy-
right contest to Thorvald Solberg, Register of Copyrights at Washington 
in the 1880 1s. Solberg was the nation's leading expert on copyright from 
the 1880's to the 1920's. His pamphlet, International -Copyright in Gong-
~' 1837-1886, is the most comprehensive account of that subject. In 
his official position in Washington, he had access to Congressional files 
that included the memorials and petitions that had been sent to the 
National Legislature. The value of Solberg 's work lies in his sketch of 
events and in his presentation of the names on, and the text of, some 
memorials that received no more than a brief mention in the Congressional 
Globe and Record. 
Incidentally, Senator Chace of Rhode Island gave much valuable 
information on the copyright struggle in his speech to the Senate on 
April 23, 1888. One suspects that most of his material came from Solberg 
who was the chief historian of the pro-copyright people. 
No 1-vork more comprehensive than those already mentioned has been 
done on the subject of this dissertation. Certain phases of it have had 
some treatment. On publishers and t heir ways Qf doing business Donald 
Sheehan has made a valuable contribution, particularly in his exposition 
of Trade Courtesy. There are biographies or autobiographies of certain 
publishers, or histories of publishing houses, that reveal much of inter-
est to this subject. Most valuable is J. Henry Harper 1 s House of Harper, 
George H. Putnam• s George Palmer Putnam, Earl L. Bradsher• s Mathel-v Carey, 
J. c. Derby 1 s Fifty Years Among Authors, and Samuel G. Goodrich's 
Recollections of a Lifetime. All of these were filled with odds-and-ends 
of information on the publishing trade. Raymond Shove 1 s often-quoted 
Master 1 s Thesis, written for the Graduate School of t he University of 
Illinois, contains much information about the cheap book business. 
Frank L. ~1ott 1 s Golden Hultitudes has some useful material on publishing 
practices. 
Nothing comprehensive has yet been done on the income of American 
author or on payments made by American publishers to English authors. In 
fact, a large portion of the material in this dissertation has previously 
never been used in reference to the copyright problem. 
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THE STRUGGLE FOR INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT 
CHAPI'ER I 
A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF COPYRIGHI' 
Behind copyright is the theory that a writing is the property of 
its creator and that the creator has the right to protect his property 
from theft, and to make it a source of income to himself.1 
The idea of literary property goes back at least to the Romans. 
Cicero indicated it in his letters. It seems likely that the Romans made 
some kind of payment to authors. 2 There is an old story, which may be 
true, that the first court case involving copyright was one which came to 
the attention of King Dermott, at the Halls of Tara, in Ireland in the 
sixth century. In modern terminology this would probably be called the 
case of Finnian v. Columba. Columba had copied, without pennission, a 
book created by his master, Finnian. The latter brought the matter to 
the king, who ordered the book returned.3 One must assume that Columba 
had intended no wrong, because he later became a great missionary and 
was finally canonized. 
A better authenticated early use of copyright is that found in the 
Hanseatic cities of Germany. These 1rere great trading cities of the late 
~- R. Bowker, Copyright, ~ History ~ ~ Law, P• 1. "Copy-
right means the right to multiply those products of the human brain known 
as art and literature." On page five, Bowker says, 11 A writing is a prop-
erty •••• In this type of property, the right of ownership consists in the 
right to prevent use of one's property without the o~mer's consent." 
2 . 3 ~., P• B. .!!2.!2•, P• 9. 
1 
Middle Ages, such as Hamburg, Lubeck , Cologne, and Bremen. The governments 
of t hese cities protected a vrr-iter in his property during his lifetime, and 
fine d those who infringed upon it.l 
In Engl a nd, a cer t ain type of copyri ght can be traced back to 1518 . 
There is a record for that year ·which indicates that t he Royal Printer had 
published the speech of a dignitary of the court, and. t hat the Printer v1as 
protected by the Crovm from unauthorized r eprinting of t he speech.2 Early 
copyrig .. t was usually for the benefit of t he publisher or printer. He 
owned the writing, whether he ·wrote it hi1nself, copied someone' s words, 
or hired someone to -vvrite it. However, t he r e v;ere occasions when copy-
right was given to an author. The first English copyright to an aut hor 
was granted to John Palsgrave in 15.30.3 Copyright was, in t he sixteenth 
century, partly a matter of common l.s.w and partly of licensing the vrr-iting 
vnth the Stationer's Compa ny. By decree of the star-chamber on June 23, 
1585, every book was required to be licens ed, and a man could not prin t 
another man's work be cau .... e he could not obtain a license to do so.4 There 
is evidence that viola ters were punished, under Elizabeth, and later.5 
In 1681 ••• t he Stationer's Company adopted an ordinance or 
by-lmY, which recites t hat several members of the company have 
g r eat part of t heir estates in copies Lboo~;. t hat by ancient 
usage of t he company, when any book or copy is duly entered in 
t heir register to any member, such per son hath always been re-
puted and t aken to be proprietor of such book or copy, and ought 
to have the sole printing t hereof.6 
libid., P• l 2f. 
3Ibid . 
~eorge Ticknor Curtis, !;, Treatise .QE !b£ Larr of Copyright, p. 29. 
5Ibid., P• 31. brbid., p. 36. 
2 
There is a famous story of John Mil ton • s adventures in copyright. 
Milton sold his common law copyright in 1667 to a printer named Simmonds, 
giving the printer the right to make thirteen hundred copies of Paradise 
~· It was agrees that five pounds would be paid to the poet immedi-
ately, and that another five pounds would be paid when the thirteen hun-
dred were sold. A second edition brought the same bargain. Af'ter Mil-
ton's death, his widow received eight pounds for her rights and gave 
Simmonds a general release, which gave him full rights. He sold this 
later fon twenty-five pounds to Brabazon Aylmer. This copyright was 
protected by a court injunction in 1739,1and, as late as 1752, was still 
being protected by the English courts.2 
In a copyright law that is often called the Act of Anne, England 
made copyright a matter of statute law in 1709. The Act went into effect 
in 1710. This was the first copyright statute the world had lmown. 3 The: 
preamble of this law is worth noticing. 
Whereas printers, booksellers, and other persons have of late 
frequently taken the liberty of printing, reprinting, and publish-
ing, or causing to be printed, reprinted, and published books and 
other writings without the consent of the authors or proprietors 
of such books and writings to their very great detriment, and too 
often to the ruin of them and their families; for preventing there-
fore such practices for the future, and for the encouragement of . 
learned men to compose and write useful books; be it enacted,fetc~4 
Edwin 
The Act provided that, after April 10, 1710, the authors of books 
~dward Marston, Copyright, National~ International, p. 2f~ 
2
curtis, ~· ~., P• 47f. 
3Leon Whipple, 11Copyright"1 .Encyclopedia .2f ~Social Sciences, R. A. Seligman, ed., IV, P• 401. 
4curtis gives the entire act in his Appendix. 
3' 
already printed, who had not transferred t heir rights, or bookseller s, 
or printers, or other persons who had acquired copies of any book in 
order to print or reprint, should have the sole right of printing t he 
book for t wenty-one years, and no l onger ;: the authors of books already 
composed and not printed, or t hereafter to be composed, and t heir as-
signs, should have t he sol e right of printing for fourteen years, vd th 
a penalty for pr i nting idthout the consent of t he proprietor. After the 
fourteen years, the author, if still alive, could renew for anot her 
fourteen. 
To a layman t he Act of Anne seems clear enough regarding the 
period of copyri ght allowed. But to lavvyers it was not. Many insisted 
t hat the old common law provision of copyright in perpetuity still 
applied. This was fought over in a number of ca ses, but was not cleared 
up until 1769. In the meantime Engl and 11as developing an impressive body 
of literature and it was becoming more essential to clarify t he matter . 
The case of Millar v. Taylor seemed to do t hat. 
This case involved ~ Seasons, by J ames Thompson. Thompson 
published the vmrk in 1727, and in 1729 sold it to Andrew Millar. ~tillar 
continued to publish it long after the term of copyright had run out. In 
1763, Robert Taylor, ·without permissi on, brought out an edition of t he 
poem. Millar took hi:11 into court and t he case was ar gued by England's 
most distinguished l awyers. The decision was in f avor of perpetual 
copyright.l This seemed to settle the question. But it did not. Five 
years later it was brought up again before the House of Lords, in t he 
lcurtis, .21?.• _ill., pp. 54-58. Curtis ·was a l awyer, and believed 
t hat t he decision here was a corr ect decision. 
4 
case of Donaldson v. Becket. The Lords decided, by a vote of twenty-two 
to eleven, against perpetuity.1 In other words, the set term for copy-
right in the Act of Anne prevailed over the perpetual copyright of the 
COiliiilon law. 
In 1814 the English enacted a new copyright law which allowed the 
author protection for twenty-eight years, with renewal for life if he sur-
vived the twenty-eight years. In 1842, another bill, in which the Ameri-
can George Palmer Putnam, had a hand -- he was then residing in London, 
and was called in as an adviser2 -- was passed. This gave the author copy-
right for life and seven years after, or for forty-two years from the date 
of the first publication, whichever was longer. Incidentally, Lord Mac-
aulay, who disliked copyright, "being more interested in fame than fortune" 
opposed this bill.3 
Curtis, writing in 1847, complained that England had been inordin-
ately slow in adopting adequate copyright laws. 
Upon a review of the history of the rights of authors in Eng-
land, it must be admitted that they have long had to struggle a-
gainst a great weight of prejudice and illiberality in the legis-
lature. Every important concession that has been gained for them 
has been won as a trophy from a well fought field. That a period 
of nearly a century and a half should have passed away, after the 
propriety of legislative protection had been admitted, before the 
enactment in England of the first law that does nearly adequate 
justice to authors, is indeed surprising. Addison is said to have 
been concerned in procuring the act of Anne to be passed. From 
his time to the present reign, authors, as a class, seem to have 
had little influence in parliament. Upon nearly all occasions, 
when their claims have been brought to the attention of the leg-
islature, they have been so much entangled with the interests of 
1
curtis, ~· ~., PP• 58-63. 
2 
Bo~er, 22• ~., P• 27. 
3Ibid., P• 28. 
booksellers and publishers, in whose hands the great mass of lit-
erary property, existing at the time, has generally been found, 
that they have had to encounter all the national prejudice against 
monopolies. Gradually, however, the true merits of the question 
have worked themselves free from irrelevant issues, and the pres-
ent reign has become distinguished by a measure, of which it was 
said in advance, by a venerable poet and petitioner, "that in 
this, as in all othef cases, justice is capable of -vmrking out 
its own expediency • 11 
The most interesting thing about that statement is that it sounds 
amazingly like some of the explanations which were given later as to -vmy 
the United States was slow in adopting international copyright laws. It 
appears that this sort of thing was characteristic of Anglo-Saxons. 
One important consideration in reviewing the history of English 
copyright is the matter of foreigners obtaining such copyright. This 
becomes a puzzling situation when one considers that Noah Webster, Cooper, 
and Irving were permitted to copyright their books in England before 1820, 
but that England did not pass an international copyright law until 1838. 
One explanation for this is that none of the English copyright laws spec-
ified that the recipient of copyright must be a citizen. Nor did they 
specifically forbid a foreigner from getting copyright in England. The 
law of 1838 vmuld allow a foreigner who had published his book first in 
his own country to get copyright on that book in England, providing that 
his country reciprocated. But the English courts, interpreting their laws, 
allowed Americans to have copyright there if they were temporary residents, 
and later allowed them copyright by merely publishing there first. 2 
1
curtis, ££• cit., pp. 69-73. 
2For more explanation on this, see below, P• 100. 
6 
This brings the English situation up to the time When their copy-
right laws began to be of real importance to Americans, when Americans be-
gan to have a literature to copyright in England. It is now necessary to 
examine the development of copyright in America. 
In colonial America it is probable that copyright could be ob-
1 
tained by English common law in most of the colonies. However,Massachu-
setts had a statute law providing for copyright in 1673. But this pro-
tected only publishers, not writers.2 
During the Revolution there were at least four writers working to 
get copyright adopted in the new nation. The four were Jere~ Belknap, 
writer and one of the founders of the Massachusetts Historical Society, 
Tom Paine, the Revolutionary pamphleteer, Joel Barlow, the poet, and 
Noah Webster, author of a famous speller and later of an even more famous 
dictionary.J The most enthusiastic of these was Webster. He had his 
speller to sell, and he wanted protection for it. He has sometimes been 
called the father of American copyright. 
Webster began his travels in the cause of copyright in 1782, be-
fore the Revolution was over. He went first to the national capital, 
then in New York, to persuade Congress to recommend copyright laws to the 
states. Under the Articles of Confederation, by which this nation was 
then being governed, the Federal Government was unable to impose such 
laws on the states. It could only recommend that the states pass copy-
1
curtis, ~· ~., P• 76. 
2 
Hellnmt Lelnnann-Ha:upt, in collaboration with Lawrence C. Wroth 
and Rollo G. Silver, The Book ,!2 America, P• 99. 
3Benjamin F. Spencer, The Quest for Nationality, p. 237. 
7 
right laws. Nevertheless, Congress was obviously the place to start. But 
Webster was not successful there. He went on to try to induce the state of 
New Jersey to adopt a copyright law. Again he failed. But he had better 
luck in his home state of Connecticut, which enacted a copyright law in 
January, 1783. Next, with the help of General Schuyler, the Revolutionary 
hero, he succeeded in persuading New York to put through a law. In the 
same year (1783) a copyright act was passed in Massachusetts, partly 
through the work of Timothy Dwight, poet and later President of Yale, and 
1 
at that time a member of the }lassachusetts House of Representatives. 
The preamble of the Nassachusetts act showed a spirit of appre-
ciation of literature Which, later, was not common among American legis-
lators. The preamble said: 
vJhereas the improvement of knouledge, the progress of civil-
ization, the public weal of the community, and the advancement of 
human happiness, greatly depend on the efforts of learned and in-
genious persons in the various arts and sciences: As the principal 
encouragement such persons can have to make great and beneficial 
exertions of this nature must exist in the legal security of the 
fruits of their study and industry to themselves; and as such sec-
urity is one of the natural rights of all men, there being no prop-
erty more peculiarly a man's own than that which is produced by the 
labor of his mind: therefore, to encourage learned and ingenious 
persons to up. t e useful books for the benefit of mankind, Be it 
enacted, &c. 
In l'Iay 1783, James ¥mdison of Virginia and Ralph Izard of South 
Carolina led a movement to get a copyright resolution through Congress. 
They were successful. The resolution recommended that the states pass 
copyright laws that would protect authors for not less than fourteen years.3 
lrhe material in this paragraph comes from Noah Webster, "Origin 
of the Copyright Laws in the United States", ! Collection .,2! Papers .2!! 
Political, Literary, and Moral Subjects, pp. 173-174. 
2
curtis, 22• ~., p. 77. 
3webster, 22• ~., p. 174. 
8 
Moved, perhaps, by the Co~gressional recommendation, New Jersey 
passed a copyrig;lt law in December, 1783. In November, 1785, Webster 
visited General Viashington, who gave him a letter to the governor of 
Virginia and to the Speakers of both houses of the legislature. The 
outcome of this was t hat Virginia adopted a copyright law. After a 
Webster visit to Delaware, that state put throu.gh a copyright act in 
The United States Constitution, in Article I, Section 8, granted 
Congress the power 11to promote the progress of science and useful arts, 
by sem1ring for limited times to authors and inventors the exclusive 
right to t heir respective writings and discoveries." On May 31, 1790, 
Congress passed a copyright act, superseding all state laws on the sub-
ject. Its most pertinent parts were~ 
(1) It gave copyright on maps, charts, and books. 
(2) It gave copyright to citizens of the United States or 
residents t herein. 
(3) Copyright was given for a term of fourteen years, and the 
author was allowed to renew for another fourteen years if he were still 
alive at the termination of the first fourteen. 
(4) It specifically stated that 
nothing in this act shall be construed to extend to prohibit 
the importation or vending, reprinting or publishing within the 
1Ibid., pp. l?l~-175. See below, p. 10 (next page), for a table 
listing the first copyright acts in the states. 'l'his table was compiled 
from information giyen by Thorvald Solberg, leading authority on copy-
right, and Register of Copyrights at Washington. (See footnote beneath 
the table.) Solberg did not discover any evidence of copyright in Dela-
ware, though Webster says that he visited that state and t hat a copyright 
law was passed t here. But Webster never tells the tenus of the Delaware 
act. In a letter to Dunlap and Claypoole, dated March 1, 1787, Webster 
gives t hem information on copyright in the United States at t hat time, 
asking t hem to publi sh it. But in his list he omits both Delaware and 
New Jersey. See Lett~rs of Noah Webster,Harry R. Warfel, ed., PP• 57-58. 
9 
State 
Connecticut 
Massachusetts 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Virginia 
North Carolina 
Georgia 
New York 
Delaware 
TABLE I 
STATE COPYRIGHT LAWS, 1783-1786 
Date Term of Copyright 
Jan. 1783 14 years, plus 14 more, 
if the author survives 
the first term 
Mar. 1783 21 years 
Apr. 1783 Same as Connecticut 
May 1783 Same as Connecticut 
Nov. 1783 20 years 
Dec. 1783 21 years 
Jviar. 1784 Same as Connecticut 
·Mar. 1784 Same as Connecticut 
Oct. 1785 21 years 
Nov. 1785 14 years, with 
no renewal 
Feb. 1786 Same as Connecticut 
Apr. 1786 Same as Connecticut 
Eligibility 
Inhabitant or res-
ident of the U. S. 
Subject of the U. s. 
No citizenship re-
quirement 
Same as Connecticut 
Subject of the u. s. 
Citizen of the u. s~ 
Citizen of the u. s. 
No citizenship re-
quirement. 
Citizen of the u. s. 
Citizen of the u. s. 
Same as Connecticut 
Same as Connecticut 
Does not seem to have passed a copyright law 
Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New Hampshire, North 
Carolina, Georgia, and New York, all declared that their laws would benefit 
the citizens of other states only when those states reciprocated. Maryland 
and Pennsylvania said that their laws1would not become effective until all other states had passed similar laws. 
~horvald Solberg, Copyright Enactments, 1783-1900, Library of Cong-
ress, Copyright Office, Bulletin No. 3, PP• 1-4. All of the material in 
this table was compiled from information given by Solberg. 
10 
United States of any map, chart, book or books, ·written, printed, 
or published by any person not a citizen of the United States, in 
foreign parts or places without the jurisdiction of the United 
States.l 
That last, of course, left the way open for the free reprinting 
of English books, which became such a big business in America later. It 
assured t hat the foreign authors ·would be at the mercy of American pub-
lishers. 
Noah Webster, by t hen the best-selling American author, set out 
in 1826 to get the protection of authors extended to perpetuity. He en-
listed Daniel Webster, who was al·ways a friend of copyright, and Repre-
sentative Ellm'Vorth of Connecticut in tl1is fight. However, the attempt 
was unsuccessful. 2 In 1829, Noah Webster tried again, helped once more 
by Ellsworth. A bill was drawn up, but it died in a House pigeon-hole.3 
In the ·winter of 1830-31 Webster went to 1iiashington and lobbied for a 
new copyright bill. He vms successful, due mainly to the efforts of 
Daniel Webster.4 
The Act of 1831 began vii t h these vmrds:: 
That from a.nd after the passing of this act, any person or 
persons, being a citizen or citizens of the United States, or 
residents therein, who shall be the author of any book or books, 
map, chart, or musical composition, ••• or who shall invent, 
design, etch, engrave, work, or cause to be engraved, etched, 
or wnrked from his own design, any print or engraving • • • shall 
have the sole right of printing, reprinting, publishing, and vend-
lFor the entire act, see Curtis, 2£• cit., Appendix, p. 85. 
2
webster, .2.:2• ill•, p. 117. 
3rbid., PP• 177-178. 
4Ibid., p. 178. 
ll 
ing such book or books ••• fete;} ••• for the term of t v.·enty-eight 
years •••• l 
The act gave t he right of renevml for f ourteen years. It had in 
it the same import ation provision as the act of 1790. 
Neither the act of 1790 nor t hat of 1831 had specifically for-
bidden foreigners to enjoy the rights of American copyrig ht. In fact, 
on the face of t hem, it appeared t hat a foreigner might obtain copyright 
if he were a resident of the United States. But that proved not to be 
so. In 1838, Captain Marryat, the English author, tested the act of 1831. 
Marryat, living in the United States at that time, copyrighted one of his 
books here. Someone violated the copyright. The author brought the case 
to court, claiming that he was a resident of t his country. The court 
ruled against him, declaring that 11 resident 11 meant one who had taken an 
oath of intention to become an American citizen.2 
Some Englishmen att empted to get t heir books copyrighted here by 
having; a certain part of the book v.rritten by an Ame r ican. This did not 
work, hoYvever, because a court could make the publisher reveal which parts 
of t he boolc were American ·written. Then those parts could be left out and 
the book freely reprinted.3 
The English never did find a way of getting copyright for their 
authors or for t heir books in America, until the international copyright 
act of 1891. 
~ 1For t he entire act, see Curtis, .2£• ill•, Appendbc, p. 93. 
2araham Pollard in his introduction to I. R. Brussel 1 s Anglo-
American First Editions, 182~1;2_00, East to ~' p. 11. 
3publisher1 s Weekly, XX, 7 (Aug. 31, 1881), PP• 163-164. 
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Although England was f ar ahead of t his count~J in the matter of 
copyright, America did have domestic copyright before most of t he Euro-
pean nations. It was in international copyright that the United States 
l agg ed. France adopted her first copyright l aw in 1793, the most lib-
eral such law in the ·world. Under it foreigners wer e given the same pro-
tection as Frenchmen. Belgium had copyright treaties vlith other nations 
as early as 1858;. Holland had t hem in 1855. The German states had agree-
ments among t hemselves in 1837, while Prussia had made copyright treaties 
with other German states ten years earlier. The Scandinavian countries 
had agreements with one another in 1877. Russia first adopted copyright 
in 182S, but did not permit international copyright until after the United 
States had done so. Spain achieved a copyright l aw in 1S79 and she rnade a 
number of internati onal copyright treaties in 1S80, while Portugal had both 
domestic and international copyright in 1S67. Italy made foreign treaties 
in 1880. Latin American nations generally enacted copyri ght l aws in t he 
1S80' s, and many of t hem had international provisions before the United 
States had any.l 
The United States Yfent t hrough most of t he nineteenth century \'vi t h 
no international a~reements. Few funeri cans seem to have been unhappy 
about t his situation. Not until lS37 was t here any serious attempt to 
achieve international copyright. After t hat, t wo generations pas sed 
before an i nternational copyri ght law vras enacted. 
This situati on has puzzled many authorities on American literature. 
1Bowker, op. cit., PP• 398-419, pas s~. 
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America was an enlightened nation and a nation of readers. Why vras it 
so slmv to adopt international copyright? There we r e several reasons . 
One r eason was t hat there was a ge neral l a ck of inte rest in t he 
copyright question. V.:ho cared, particularly, whether there '\'vas inter-
national copyright or not? Something like t wo, hundred authors cared. So 
did a few· publishers and some Englishmen, who did not matter . The nine-
teenth century ·was , on the ·whole , a glorious time f or Amer icans - or, if 
not glorious, at least exciting. There vrere so many interesti ng t hi ngs 
happening, and t here vras so much to t hink about. Copyright, in compari-
son 1d.th the great vents t hat were unfolding all t hrough t he century, 
Vias a. very minor matter. This is indicated in t he autobiographies of 
the period. Men who played an important part in the copyri ght str•ttggle 
did not, in l at er years, find it vrorth remember ing . Senat or John Sherman 
of Ohio i s an example . At one time he became pretty excited about 
inte rnational copyri ght. But, if one looks t hrough his autobi ogr aphy, 
one never finds a mention of the subject. Senator Hoar of Ma ssa chusetts 
is anot her . He was a man of literary interests and a ·worker for copy-
right. But he i gnored it entirely in his autouiography. So did Samuel 
L. Clemens, t hough h e vras one of the most ardent of proponents. j"ames 
Russell Lowell v;as another of t he l eaders. Yet his published currespond-
ence does not indicate t hat he had a ny interest in it at all; and hi s 
bi ogr aphers disrega rded it compl et el y , shm:ri.ng what a small concern of 
his it really was . 
A second r eason was t hat the big publishers, the ones vd.th in-
fluence, ha d no rea l desire for international copyright before the Civil 
14 
War. They were doing very wall with t hings as t hey were. American pub-
lishers got off to a good start on free British books. It dj_d not make 
sense to kill the goose who laid the golden eggs. 
A t hird reason was the American standard of values. Matthew· Arnold 
suggested that America was a middle-class, practica~-minded nation, 1'ilhich 
admired a sharp bargain. It had, he said, 11no spirit of delicacy", and 
it had no great respect for literary work.l James Russell Lovrell said 
that Americans seemed to m.alce a distinction between literary property 
and other property. 2 He did not explain this. Perhaps it vms anti-intel-
lectu~ism, a thi ng r at her common runong Americans, t hat caused that 
feeling. 
A fourth factor in delaying international copyri ght wa s the 
opposition of the trades (printers, bookbinders, typesetters, and others), 
which ijad to do with book !D.8.rmfacturing. They Yvere afraid t hat an inter-
national copyright law would wreck t he cheap book business and, t.hrough 
thc.t , throvl the trades into a permanent depression. 
A fifth r eason wa s t hat Americans derived ·a great advantage 
from the cheap literature t hat was supplied t hem, involuntarily, by the 
British. There is no doubt tha.t t his did bring positive benefits. The 
literature was not only cheap;: it was also the best literature in the 
world. 
Before t here could be international copyright t here had to be 
1Matthew Arnold, "Copyright" in Irish Essa_ys and Others, PP• 274-
2?6. 
2quoted by Publisher's WeeklJL:, XXXIV, 6 (August ll, 188$), p. 186. 
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an American literature t hat could compete with the British. An inter-
est in international copyright had to be generated among the people and 
t heir represent atives in Congress. The book manufacturing trades had 
t o be shown t hat t hey Ymuld gain rather than lose by it, and the pub-
lishers had to be made to realize t hat it was essenti al to their 
continued prosperity. 
Of the various groups involved in the copyright struggle it 
seems safe to say t hat the publisher s we r e the key group. They vmre the 
most influential. A handful of publishers supported international copy-
right from the beginning. But most of t hem did not. V~hen it was in the 
interests of t he majority of publishers to have no international leg-
islation t here was none and t here was no eff ective agitation for it. 
When it became the obvious interest of the publishers to have internat-
ional co·,)yright, t hen t he cause began to move. 
Authors, agi tating almost alone for international copyri ght until 
after the Civil War, had little success. In the nineteenth century Amer-
ic ans did not t ake their authors very seriously. It was the business man 
who counted. Business men ran the government after the Civil War. Vi11at 
they wanted t hey got. Publishers I'Tere business men. When they wanted 
international copyright t hey pulled the trades and t he politicians along 
vdth t hem, and t hey got it. 
Obviously t hen, the part played by the publishers must be one of 
the main concerns of t his dissertation. 
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CHAPI'ER II 
PUBLI SHERS .AND THEIR PRACTICES: PIRACY AND TRADE COUR:rESY 
When the United States passed its f i rst copyright act, in 17901 
it was a nation of four million people-- a young, hard-working country 
in what was still largely a wilderness setti ng, with few of the refine-
ments of life. There was no real American l iterature and the publishing 
business was in its infancy. In 1800 there ·were only two publishing 
houses, that of Mathew Carey in Philadelphia and the firm of Isaiah 
Thomas in Boston, which operated on anything approaching a national 
scale. Neither of these two had actually been able to develop a real 
1 
nation-wide service. 
However, the American publishing business rose rapidly. By 1820 
there were three important firms in Philadelphia: those of Carey, Moses 
Thomas, and Collins & Company; three in New York: J. & J. Harper, c. s. 
Van Winkle, and Kirk & Mercein; and four in Boston: Cummings & Hilliard, 
West & Richardson, Wells & Lilly, and Samuel T. Armstrong's. There were 
. 1 
also Beers & Howe of New Haven and 0. D. Cooke of Hartford. In the dec-
ade of the 18301 s some of the most famous hou ses were founded: Truman and 
Smith of Cincinnati in 1830; D. Appleton & Company in 1831; Lippincott in 
1836; Little, Brown & Company in 1837. Just a little later came Wiley & 
Putnam (1840) and William D. Ticknor & Company (1843). 
~arl L. Bradsher, Mathew Carey, pp. 17-19. 
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But while publishing was rapidly advancing, American literature 
was making only slow progress. In fact it was a long time before a true 
lunerican literature emerged. That had its begi1ming, apparently, some-
1 
time betvreen 1845 and 1855. Samuel G. Goodrich gave an indication of 
this "\.Jhen he estimated that in 1820 70% of all books manufactured in the 
United States were by British authors; in 1830, 60%; in 1840, 45%; in 
2 
1850, 30%; and in 1856, 20%. In popular works, ho-vmver, it was not un-
til around 1870 that Americans could compete in their own country on even 
3 
terms with English literature. 
The paradox of a nation with, at the sane time, a slowly developing 
literature and a rapidly developing publishing business requires explana-
tion. It is explained by the fact that the Amer ican people, who included 
4 
"a prodigious number of readers" but lacked an adequate literature of 
their own, took advantage of the almost free and truly great literature 
that flowed across the Atlantic from England. American publishers seized 
1 
See N. F. Heiser, "The Decline of Neoclassicism, · l801-1848", 
Transitions in American Literary History, ed. H. H. Clark, p. 123. "A nat-
ional American expression did emerge in the nineteenth century. There is 
no one quite like Emerson ••• or like Thoreau, Hawthorne, Poe, Helville, 
or vJhitman in English letters. 11 
2
samuel G. Goodrich, Recollections £f ~ Lifetime, II, PP• 388-389. 
These estimates, made by Goodrich in 1856, are accepted by such authorities 
as Spiller, Lehmann-Haupt, and Mott. 
3
noyd Stovall, in his article, 11The Decl ine of Romantic Idealism, 
1855-1871", says that Whitman with his Leaves ,2! Grass in 1855 cut from 
poetry the bonds of tradition, and the Eggleston did the same for fiction 
in America in 1871, with his Hoosier Schoolmastei:• Clark, .2E.• ill•, p. 317 .. 
For evidence of the relative selling power of Bri tish and Americans in the 
American market, see the table of "best" and "bet ter" sellers in this coun-
try during the 1870's. See below, p. 
·
4
sir Charles Lyell~! Second Visit~~. United States££ America~ 
Vol. II, p. 252. Nany others mentioned the unusual number of Americans 
who read. See Anthony Trollope, North America, I II, p. 240. 
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upon it eagerly and spread it all over the land, making a very good profit 
from it. 
This was possible because there were no international copyright 
laws to protect English books in this country, <md therefore neither 
payment nor permission to publish was required of the American. The 
English involuntarily supplied the United States with the best literature 
of the age. During most of the nineteenth century the British produced 
a succession of eminently readable ·authors -- Scott, Dickens, 11arryat, 
Reade, Trollope, Thackeray, and Disraeli, among the novelists. Bradsher 
states that from vraverle;y: in 1814 to TI:!£ :tvlyste;r:y: .2f Edwin Drood, 1870, 
the year that did not produce at least one highly popular British novel-
1 
ist w.ras a barren period. 
It appears that American exploitation of the English began with 
the novels of Haria Edgeworth. It was not until Scott, however, that the 
2 
exploitation became systematic. Scott proved immediately to be inm1ensely 
popular in America. He was a bonanza for American publishers. They had 
to pay neither him nor his publishers a cent, and they could reprint as 
many of his works as the public would buy. The American people seemed 
insatiable. The result was that Scott appeared in everything from fine 
bindings to paperbacks to penny newspapers. No one could possibly esti-
mat,e the number of times his books were reprinted, t,hough one authority 
guessed it was over )00,000 by 1823.3 Scott had a tremendous influence 
~radsher, ~· ill•, p. 84. 
2Ibid. 
3a. Harrison Orians, "The Rise of Romanticism, 180.5-18.5.5", 
Transitions in American Literary Histocy:, ed. H. H. Clark, Footnote, p. 201. 
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on American thinking, both literary and social.1 
This business of reprinting British writers in this country, with 
only such payment as the publisher sa-v1 fit to g:l ve, must have seemed like 
an ideal situation to both publishers and reader s. However, the publish-
ers soon found that there was a fatal flaw in the system. Unregulated 
competition in the publishing of British books began to kill the profit. 
Therefore the publishers brought about their ovrr1 regulation in a device 
called Trade Courtesy. For a while this worked well. But after the Civil 
War it broke down, due chiefly to the development of a new class of pub-
lishers, the cheap book men. 
That story is the subject matter of the remainder of this chapter. 
It must start with a definition and explanation of literary piracy. The 
words 11pirate" and "piracy'' were pretty loosely used in the book trade, 
and, as Graham Pollard says, they were unfair terms, 2 for they were too 
severe in their implications. However, the vrord "pirate" "1-ras generally 
understood to refer to any publisher (of a book, magazine, newspaper, or 
any printed matter at all) who took advantage of the lack of international 
copyright laws to issue the work of a foreign writer without getting the 
1v.riter's or his publisher's permission, and without just compensation. 
The chief operations of an American pirate were against English works. 
He "stole" them from the English author or publisher. He might also 
"steal" them from another American publisher who had received permission 
1
scott was particularly favored in the South, and Nark Twain 
and others have accused him of being responsible for the South's odd 
ideas of chivalry. 
2Graham Pollard, .!.1&2• p. L.. "As long as the work of a foreign 
author was not legally protected it was common property, and it was no 
more piratical for a publisher to print it, than it was for a peasant 
to graze his pigs on common land. 
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to reprint and who was paying for that permi ssion. Piracy was looked 
upon as being unethical by the best publishers, but it was not illegal 
until 1891. There was no way of checking i t , except b.1 unenforceable 
agreements among the publishers, or by retaJiation. Its chief prac-
titioners were the smaller publishers of cheap editions. However, most 
of the big and respected publishers also indulged in it occasionally, and 
some of them regularly. 
Literary piracy goes a long way back in history and has been found 
in most countries at one time or another. I t may be said that piracy in 
America really started in the 1770's, and t hat the Irish first showed the 
Americans how to do it. Until the Act of Union in 1801, the English copy-
right laws did not apply to Ireland. Therefore the Irish could pirate 
English books. These books were sent from Ireland to America and sold 
there for low prices. This inspired the Americans and they began to 
pirate the pirated books, and finally to pirate the English originals.1 
Large-scale piracy began in this country, as has been seen, with the 
works of Maria Edgeworth and really became big business with those of 
Scott. Many of the early nineteenth century publishers seem to have made 
their principal income through piracy, and t o have built themselves up 
from small beginnings to mighty enterprises on the profits from it. 
Piracy often paid well. Yet there WElre circumstances in which it 
did not pay; that is, there were times when a certain amount of honesty 
was the best policy. A pirate who wanted to get a very popular English 
book absolutely free, without breaking a law, had to wait until the book 
~ellnrot Lehmann-Haupt, .2£• cit., p. 110. 
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had been published in England, in order to get a copy that he could reprint. 
By the time he had published the reprint his brother pirates had done the 
same thing and the competition cut his profi ts considerably. Therefore, it 
behooved the American who possessed the necessary resources, and who had a 
reputation for publishing the best in English and American works, to make 
an arrangement to get advance sheets of the book. This meant that an a-
greement had to be made with the English aut hor or publisher. The advance 
sheets would allow the American to get the book published and distributed 
in this country before the pirates could obt ain an English edition. To 
accomplish this the American had to spend money, plan well, and work fast. 
Big publishers maintained agents in England whose duty it was to 
arrange for the advance sheets of new works by popular authors. These 
agents made themselves agreeable to publishers and authors, trying to line 
up future books for their houses. It was good policy to pay well (com-
pared to other American publishers) because that would assure future books 
from the same source. There were cases in which advance sheets were ob-
tained by less scrupulous means. Constable ~  Co., Scott's Edinburgh pub-
lishers, complained on one occasion in the 1820's that someone had stolen 
the aqvance sheets to one of the Waverley no·vels from their office.1 There 
were also instances in which employes of English publishing houses were 
bribed fox advance sheets. An example of t hat is the Harper agent who 
bribed some of the pressmen at the plant of Dicken's publisher to get 
proof sheets of American Notes so that the Harpers could get the book out 
~radsher, 22• £11., P• 87. 
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1 
before the authorized American publisher could. 
Mathew Carey and his successors in Philadelphia were as clever at 
getting ahead of the pirates as anyone in the business. With an author 
like Scott, the best that an authorized publisher could hope to do was to 
get the new book out and on the market at least two days before the pirates 
could do so. That was sufficient. Carey, in a letter to his English agent, 
in June 1823, happily stated: 
We have rec 'd "Quentin Durward11 most handsomely and have the 
game completely in our own hands this time •••• In two days we 
shall publish it here and in New York and the Pirates may print 
it as soon as they please. The opposition edition will be out 
in about 48 hours after they have one of our copies but we shall 
have complete and
2
entire possession of every· market in the country 
for a short time. 
Such operations were beautifully organized. They began with the 
agent making arrangements with the British publi sher. Usually these Brit-
ish novels were in three volumes. In 1822, Carey's agent bargained with 
Constable & Co. for Peveril.£! ~ ~· As the advance sheets were 
printed they were handed over to the agent. He sent Volume I by the first 
ship out of Liverpool, the Robert Edwards.3 Bef ore they were put on board 
ship, the bundles of advance sheets were arranged in such an order that 
they were all organized for setting the type in Philadelphia with a mini-
4 . 
mum of lost time. The second volume was sent, as soon as it was ready, 
on the next available ship, and the third volume was then sent along in 
~. Shelton Mackenzie, ~ £! Dickens, p. 219. 
2Letter from Carey to John Miller, June 17, 1823. Bradsher, ££• 
~., PP• 84-85. 
3 Letter from John ¥dller to Carey, Sept. 24, 1822. ~., p. 129. 
4Ibid.~ p. 85. 
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parts by various ships, as it came off Const able's pre sees. 1 This allowed 
Carey to have the first two volumes all printed up and ready for market 
before all of the third had arrived. To be sure that there was no slip-
up, a second copy of Volume I was sent on t he ship ~ ~ while duplicates 
of II and III went by other ships. Then a t hird set of duplicates were sent 
by different ships.2 For a considerable time almost every ship that went 
from Liverpool to ~erica must have been car rying parts of this novel. To 
assure that no other American publisher coul d get the completed book before 
Carey, Constable had promised to let Carey' ~; agent have the last sheets at 
least fourteen days before they were published in England.3 When these 
advance sheets arrived in Philadelphia, Carey went all out to get them in 
book form as quickly as possible. On one occasion he had nine printing 
offices working on one. English book.4 On another, he engaged thirty com-
positors to work on one novel, and got it completed in thirty-six hours.5 
"When the book was ready for market Carey bought up all the seats on the 
mail coach to New York, to get his books on the market before anyone else 
could.6 
Carey, Lea & Blanchard, successors t .o old Nathew Carey, published 
Dickens for a while, giving him compensation , at times without solicitation. 
Once, however, when they offered Dickens :£41~0 for advance sheets to Hartin 
1Ibid., Appendix VIII, p. 129 • 
3Ibid. 
5Ibid. 
2~· 
4Ibid., P• 87. 
6This business of Carey's buying up the coach happened several 
times. J. C. Derby in Fifty Years Among Authors, Books, ~Publishers (p. 551) 
tells of a race between Carey and Harper's to get out Bulwer1s Rienzi., in 
1836. Carey & Hart had twelve printers working on the book. They then 
bought up the coach and 1-Ir. Hart, with 500 c:opies got aboard for New York. 
Chuzzlewit, and Dickens turned them down, they not only reprinted that 
book without further negotiation, they also reprinted David Copperfield 
and Dombey ~ ~ for good measure. One of the partners boasted of this, 
in a letter to the Liter~ Gazette.1 It is plain that they were not a-
shamed of this piracy. 
Outside of the field of novels, and possibly poetry, the rivalry 
was not so keen among American publishers and there was less likelihood 
of piracy. Sometimes English publishers, hoping to get a little more out 
of a book for which there was not a very profitable market, would send ad-
2 
vance sheets to various American publishers seeking out a buyer. At oth-
er times, when it was questionable whether t he book would sell in America, 
the American publisher would import unbound sheets from England and bind 
the book himself, or would import the original edition} There were cir-
cumstances in which the American and British publishers paired off and 
made arrangements under which each gave the other first option on the ex-
port market. In such a case advance sheets on minor publications would 
be exchanged automatically. If the publisher who received the sheets did 
not want the book he might act as agent in trying to place it with someone 
who would publish it.4 
The establishment of steamship lines in 1838 made for faster com-
munieation with England and allow·ed the American to obtain English books 
~tter from Henry C. Lea in the American Literary; Gazette ~ 
Publisher's Circular, IX, 2 (May 15, 1867),p . 36. 
2Donald Sheehan, ~ ~ Publishing, pp. 69-70. 
3Ibid., P• 10. 
4Ibid. 
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or advance sheets more quickly than previously.1 The invention of new 
paper-making machines and of the cylinder press, around 1840, made pos-
sible cheaper books than ever.2 The paper-back and newspaper reprints of 
novels made their appearance. 
Newspaper reprints of novels began on a large scale in 18411 when 
two New York weeklies got into bitter compet ition. One of these was Har-
3 per's New World, the other a sheet called Brother Jonathan. They were 
mammoth affairs, four feet long and eleven columns wide, with close print 
that some said was a danger to the reader's eyesight. Most of the space 
was devoted to reprints of English novels, in serial form. As the com-
petition became keener they began to issue supplements and extras which 
included a whole novel and sold, finally, for six cents a copy. Bulwer1s 
Zanoni was published in its entirety by both papers, almost sinrul taneously. 
However, this business of reprinting in supplements a complete novel was 
stopped in 1842 when the Post Office ruled that such supplements had to 
be mailed under book rates, rather than newspaper rates.4 Nevertheless, 
newspapers all over the country continued to serialize English novels. 
Such n9vels were the main support of many a rural newspaper, a fact that 
helped make these papers strong, bitter-end fighters against international 
copyright. 
Magazines began to assume some importance in American publishing 
1o · ·t 185 r:t.ans, .22. £!....., P • • 
2~., Also see Lehmann-Haupt, .2E.• ,ill., p. 130. 
3Lebmann-Haupt, .2E. ill• 1 p. 130. 
4Ibid. 
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as early as the 1830's. Naturally, they too went in for reprinting English 
literature. The four great English Reviews -- the London, Edinburgh, !:2!-
~ and Westminster -- were being duplicated in .American reprints and 
cost only two dollars each a year1
1 
while Graham's Magazine, using only 
American authors, cost five dollars a year. In spite of that Graham's did 
very well for a number of years.2 Many of the big publishing houses put 
out their ovm magazines -- Harper's, Scribner's, Putnam's, and Ticknor & 
Fields, among others. Most of them found the use of English reprints very 
profitable. 
One of the worse features of piracy was the mutilation of the works 
pirated. The work was too long and had to be cut down; or the ending was 
not the sort that American readers liked, and had to be changed; or the 
characters were changed, or new ones were added, or some of them had to be 
omitted. Not even the greatest of English authors could escape this sort 
of thing at the hands of American publishers of cheap literature. Robert 
Browning mentions an example of mutilation, in which he does not make it 
quite clear who did the mutilating. But from t he tenor of his letter one 
assumes it was an American. In Paris Browning ran into a reprint of one 
of Dicken's books which had been "strengthened and lengthened11 by adding 
at the end some of Thackeray's Yello;wplush Papers. One Parisian praised 
the latter part of the book, to Browning, as being Dicken's best work.3 
Publishers might even change the wording of the greatest poets -- Words-
~. Douglas Branch, ~ Sentimental Years: 1836-1860, p. 102. 
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2Ellis Paxson Oberholtzer, ~ Literary HistoEY 2f Philadelphia, p. 264. 
3Letter from Robert Browning to Elizabeth Barret Browning, October 27, 
1845 in George Haven Putnam, George Palmer Putnam, p. 87. 
worth, for instance. A vmrd might be taken out and a new one added, or 
the title might be changed.l So ,etimes illustrations IYere changed, as in 
Thackeray's Pendennis.2 One Ame rican publisher, John rN. Lovell, was 
somehow able to pirate Tha ckeray 's ovm steel engraving s f or his edition.3 
One fascinating eJC.al:!lple of pira cy is the Chicago & Alton Rail-
road' s issuing timetables in lS72 vd th prints of Browning's poetry on 
them, to divert the customers a s t hey sped t hroug h the countryside.4 
Another piratical COl.!E occurred as the r esult of a rivalrJ between the 
~ ~ Tinles and the ~ ~ ~· The Times tried to get the adva nce 
s heets of Svdnburne' s Locrine. However, the Sun got t hem first, for si-
multaneous publication ·with t he poem in London. The~ t hen had its 
London correspondent obtain an extra set of sheets from Chatto & Windus, 
Svdnburne' s publishers, and cable the poem over. Two cables were used in 
the process. The poem ha d to be repeated, as all cable messages were, both 
c.t Valencia a nd at Newfoundland. It took two exp ert operators in t his 
country an entire evening to receive and transcribe it. The fact t hat it 
was in blank verse yJit h broken lines made it all the more difficult. Yet 
only trifling errors were made. Th e:; whole operation cost somewhere between 
t wo and three t housand dollars.5 
Charles Reade r elated an interesting ca se of American newspaper 
pira cy. An editor of a Dublin paper pirated Reade's ll ~ Never 1'.2£ Late 
2S 
lcarl J. Weber, 11 American Editions of English Authors 11 , Nineteenth 
Century English Books, Gordon N. Ray, Carl J. 'iieber, John Carter, eds. pp. 32-
33. 
2Ibid., P• 34. 3rbid., P• 35. 
5publisher1 s We ekly, XXY..II, 23 (Dec. 3, 1S87), p. 882. 
to Mend and r an it under t he title, Susan .Merton. Wben Reade t hr eatened 
hl.1n with a suit, t he Irishman sai d t hat he had not realized that he was 
pirating an English book, because he had t aken the story from t he ~ ~ 
Dispatch, which had published it as Susan Merton, ..§: Tale of ~ Heart, ·with 
no aut hor illentioned.l 
There v.ras a t ype of piracy which robbed the British of t heir own 
legitimate markets. This involved Ame r ican pirates ·who extended t heir 
operati ons across t he border i nto Canada. One a .spect of t hat problem vms 
presented in a letter to t wo English authors, YITitt en in the 1870's. 
I am afraid, should you be pleased to send advance sheets, I shall 
not be able to do anythi ng vd. th t hem in Canada. The book trade has 
been completely demoralized here, and the plan now adopted by t he u. s. 
publishers of issuing at 10~, 15~, and 251!; works fonnerly published 
at $1.00 or $1.50 has ruined t he litt le mar ket we had. Although we 
have a copyright law protecting the republication of British authors, 
it is virtually a dead letter so far as protecting us. The cheap 
American editions come in, in spite of everything. The story you 
sent us l ast December is a case in .i-'oint. Failing to get a pur-
chaser for serial form, I t hought it next best to publish it our-
selves in a volume, but no sooner vwas it issued t han it was met by 
the English periodical and a Har per's 10¢ edition, and with t he 
excepti on o.f about fifty copies, t he edition is now high and dry 
on our shelves. 2 
This over-the-border piracy had been going on for years. Can-
adian readers were as avid for cheap literatur e as were Americans, and 
gl adly violated t heir ovm l aws to get it in the f onn of American reprints. 
In 1847 Engl and recognized t he futility of tr~g to pr event t his traffic 
and pas sed the Foreign Reprints 1\.ct to apply t o t he Canadian situation. 
1charles Reade, ~ Eighth Commandment , p . 266. 
2publi~her 1 s ~ekly, II, 4 (July 25, 1872), p. 145. 
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This legalized the importation of English copyrighted books made in the 
United States but put a big 12~% duty on them. The proceeds from t his tax 
were to be distributed among the British author s whose books were involved. 
However, as a result of this, no British author received enough return to 
do him any real good, and American reprints continued to get into the 
1 
Dominion, as freely as ever. 
Publisher's Weekly said in 1878, 
There have been many cheap American reprints of English copy-
righted books sold in Canada, and their sellers have escaped pun-
ishment for the simple reason that they have been far away from 
the interested English publishers, or any person representing them 
vrho cared to go to the expense and trouble of pro~ecution, and that 
the Canadian market is comparatively unimportant. 
New copyright laws were passed for Canada in 1875 and in 1886. 
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But they had small effect on the continued importation of American reprints.3 
With the lack of international copyright the .American book trade 
might have descended into complete chaos if the publishers had not found a 
method of regulating themselves to some extent . This method of regulation 
'tvas called "Trade Courtesy11 or "Courtesy of the Trade". It began in the 
1840's.4 
Trade Courtesy applied to the publication of foreign books. The 
rules for it were not in all cases certain. One rule was that the first 
publisher to bring out a new foreign author in this country "owned" that 
author. No one else could publish his works. Some publishers tried, with 
~rston, £E·_s!i., p. 29. 
2 
Publisher's 'VTeekly, XIV, 23 (Dec. 7, 1878 ~ p. 780. 
~arston, ££• cit., p. 29. Also Marjorie Plant, The English~ 
Trade, P• 425. 
4 Raymond Hm-vard Shove, Cheap ~ Production .!£~United States, 
187G-1891, P• viii. 
varying success, to enforce that rule. They succeeded best if they fre-
quently brought out new works of the au thor. If they thought tha:t they 
could hold on to an author for years on the strength of one book, they 
usually found that they were seriously mistaken. Sometimes the publisher 
would expect no more than to hold one book. But usually each of the big 
publishers had his stable of English authors; as the Harpers had Trollope 
and Dickens, among many others; Ticlmor & Fields had Tennyson; and Roberts 
Brothers had Jean Ingelow. The publisher could rent or sell his rights to 
other publishers, as Harper's did once with its rights to Dickens, renting 
1 
them toT. B. Peterson & Brothers. Under the Trade Courtesy system a pub-
lisher could not make an offer to an established British writer who was 
connected ~-th another publisher unless that author indicated a desire to 
make a change. And even if the author did want to make a change he was 
2 
not always allowed to do so. At first, Trade Courtesy did not necessarily 
require an agreement with the author involved, or his English publisher. 
However, after the Civil War a publisher was not granted Trade Courtesy if 
he did not pay for the books he took. In the post-War period the publish-
ing houses refined the system a little further by adopting an "official" 
periodical, the New York Commercial Advertiser, in which to set forth their 
claims to foreign authors. Wh,en the American made an arrangement with a 
British author or publisher he posted that fact in the Advertiser. By so 
doing he established a claim to the work cited. If another publisher an-
1 See below, p.4$.Case of Harper's and Dickens. 
2see below, p. 4l.Case of Trollope and Harper's. 
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nounced the same work, he was referred to the previous announcement of the 
first publisher, and he gave way, theoretically.1 
It was the big publishing firms that invented and carried out the 
policy of Trade Courtesy. But there was nothing exclusive about it, and 
all might join if they wished. Sheehan lists t he follovdng houses as gen-
erally respecting Trade Courtesy: Lippincott; Osgood; Appleton; Roberts 
Brothers; Putnam; Harper's;. Macmillan; Dutton; Holt; Houghton Mifflin; 
2 Little, Brown; Dodd, Mead. 
Modern authorities are rather cautious in their appraisal of this 
system. It obviously 1-1as better than no system at all, and seems to have 
brought some benefit to all concerned. It was not, however, an adequate 
substitute for international copyright, from t he point of view of the 
American and English writers and of some publishers.3 
The Trade Courtesy system worked well in a dispute over the right 
to publish the correspondence of Alexander Von Humboldt, in 1860. Carleton 
& Rudd had an early copy of the German edition translated and prepared for 
production. They then discovered that Appleton 1 s had obtained advance sheets 
of the English edition and was going to publish. An agreement was made by 
which Carleton & Rudd paid Appleton's the E40 that the latter had invested 
in the project, and Appleton's willingly .~thdrew.4 
But Trade Courtesy had some serious f aults. Some said that it tend-
ed to give the big publishers a monopoly of the best English authors and that 
1 
Sheehan, .2£• cit., p. 64. 
2~., p. 66. 
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3For the effectiveness of Trade Courtesy see Shove, £E• ~., p. viii, 
and Sheehan, .2£• .£i!2.., P• 65. 
4Ibid., P• 63. 
the publisher of small resources had no chance. Moreover, the cheap pub-
1 lishers ignored it altogether. Here is what George Hunro, one of the most 
famous cheap book publishers, said about it: 
My contemporaries have called me a pirate. Posterity 1illl have a 
truer word with which to characterize my work -- that of reformer. The 
cheap libraries have broken dow.n the Chinese or rather American wall 
of trade courtesy and privilege. For whose benefit was it erected? 
For the foreign authors? Not at all, but for a monopoly of publish-
ers in this country. They dictated the terms, and precious low, too, 
to the authors, on a basis of non-interference among themselves.2 
John w. Lovell, probably the most hated of the cheap book publishers, 
said this: 
In olden times it was 11 every man for himself11 and only after 
firmly established businesses had been built up, largely through 
reprinting foreign works, it was found a matter of policy by cer-
tain houses not to infringe upon each other. By this means legit-
imate or illegitimate competition has been largely done away wi~h, 
and the publishing houses, if not the public greatly benefited. 
Another fault in Trade Courtesy lay in the fact that there evolved 
a tendency for publishers to announce everything written in England as be-
ing theirs.4 Parton made the point that, just because twenty-five years 
ago a publisher had paid an English author E2S, and has paid nothing since, 
the publisher should not be allowed to think that he ovms that author.5 
Trade Courtesy fell all apart in one famous case: a controversy between 
Scribner's and Harper's that became a cause celebre in the 1880's. Car-
lyle's Reminiscences had been edited by Froude, an Englishman whose work 
' 
1James Parton, who was very much interested in obtaining of 
international copyright, had a low opinion of Trade Courtesy. See his 
Topics of _2 Time, 11International Copyright11 , p. ll4. 
2Publisher 1s Weekly, XXV, 7 (Feb. 16, 1884),p. 202. 
3Ibid., XV, 16 (April 19, 1879),p. 471. 
4Parton, ££• ~., p. 114. 
Sibid., p. llS. 
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Scribner's had regularly published. But Harper's considered that Carlyle 
was their author, and they claimed that they had an agreement over this 
book with one of Carlyle's agents. Neither publisher would back down and 
both produced editions of the lvork. Harper's, in retaliation for their 
loss of part of the market for the book, published afterwards some of 
Scribner's best English titles in cheap books.1 
After the Civil War there was a great increase in the number of 
publishers, among them many who put on the market hordes of cheap books. 
The competition became stiffer and the situation was becoming thoroughly 
chaotic by the 1880 1s. Trade Courtesy broke down and the American publish-
ing business seemed headed for complete ruin. As a result, the opposition 
to international copyright laws, even among the greediest and most unscrup-
ulous publishers, began to disappear rapidly. This cheap book phenomenon 
requires some consideration. 
The term 11 cheap book11 does not include dime novels. Those were in 
a category by themselves. They were written especially to be dime novels. 
The 11 cheap books" were not written to be cheap books. They might be cloth-
bound or paper-bound, but were usually paper-bound. They sold for anything 
between ten cents and fifty cents. The earliest cheap books came out in 
the 1830's and 1840 1s. However, they were not very successful at that time 
and there was relatively little publishing of cheap books until the 1870's.2 
1 
Sheehan, 2£• ~., PP• 66-67. 
2sh •t .. ove, 2£• ~., P• ~~. 
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In the 1870's declining prices of paper and improved presses helped the 
cheap libraries.1 Then there came a great flood of cheap books. They 
inundated the land and threatened to drown all conscientious publication. 
The cheap book printers had the reputation of being the most ruthless of 
American publishers. Probably, on the whole, they deserved it. Yet not 
all of them did. Publisher's Weekly said that some publishers of cheap 
books paid a good price for advance sheets.2 It also stated that the 
Franklin Square Library printed no work for which another publisher had 
remunerated a foreign author or 1ilthout the permission of any other pub-
lisher who might have published it. They customarily paid an honorarium 
to a foreign author.3 
This was not the common case, however1 The cheap book publishers 
made things difficult for other publishers and for foreign authors. In 
the early 1880's Ouida had the sale of her books by authorized publishers 
wrecked by George }hrnro. Munro did send her some conscience money and 
offered to purchase future advance sheets. But Ouida was not pleased by 
4 
this transaction, and did not accept it in good grace. Actually few 
cheap publishers paid anything. And they made it very difficult for 
those who did pay for what they printed to get their money back. 
The wave of cheap books started with Donnelly, Lloyd & Company 
of Chicago, who, in 1875, founded the Lakeside LibrarY• Most of their 
iibid., pp. 4 and 15. 
2Publisher's Weekly, XXIII, 17 (April 28, 1883),p. 498. 
3~., XV, 12 (March 22, 1879),p. 340. 
4Letter from Ouida to the London Times, Quoted by Publisher's 
Weekly, XXIV, 6 (Aug6 11, 1883),p. 165. 
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books sold for fifty cents. Two years later came a plethora of such li-
braries: George l~ro's Seaside Library, Norman Munro's Riverside LibrarY, 
Leslie's Home Libra;Y, and Beadle & Smith1 s Fireside Library• All of them 
were selling popular English novels at ten cents. In 1878, Harper's, to 
defend themselves, brought out the Franklin Square Library. In 1882, John 
v. Lovell founded Lovell's Library, and Dodd, Mead & Company, and Putnam's 
also founded cheap libraries. In 1883 Henry Holt created his Leisure ~ 
Series, selling novels at from twenty cents to thirty-five cents. In 1884 
Norman L. Munro established his second library, the Munro Library, which 
produced pocket-sized books.1 The bottom was hit when F. M. Lupton's 
2 Leisure Hour Library offered a complete novel for three cents. Shove 
says that by 1883 there were at least six libraries in which twenty cents 
was the highest price charged at retail for any book. At that time more 
than half of the cheap reprints had been sold at ten cents a copy.3 
In Boston, in 1887, pirated novels of the best English authors 
were being sold by dry-goods retailers for seven cents each. This hap-
pened because of the custom which had developed whereby publishers took 
back unsold copies of reprints from booksellers for the original price. 
~fuen a publisher took back a large lot he would, instead of selling them 
for waste paper, offer them to a dry-goods concern, promising to put new 
covers on them with the imprint of the merchant on the cover, and to sell 
~verything in this paragraph, up to this point, comes from Shove, 
2£• ~., PP• S through 17, passim. 
~eber, 2£• cit., P• 37. 
3Shove, ££• cit., p. 15. 
them for so many thousands at five cents a copy. They were then sold with 
1 
the dry-goods. 
The cheap book industry suffered from the fact that the books 
available for reprinting were becoming exhausted by the last of the 1880's. 
The standard works of the past had all been repri nted by then; and, since 
they had to issue their books weekly, to get periodical postal rates, they 
became desperate for material. They ran out of popular out-of-copyright 
Americans, like Mrs. Southworth, and were finally reduced to the lowest of 
English trash. No one was making much money on that.2 Price wars made 
th •t t• 3 e s~ ua ~on worse. 
By 1884 the market had become saturated with cheap reprints.4 
There had ceased to be high profit in them5 and George Munro said that he 
could see international copyright on the way and would welcome it.6 Plainly, 
the chaos created by cheap book publishing had much to do with bringing on 
the international copyright law of 1891. When the reprinting of foreign 
works and out-of-copyright American books was no longer profitable, almost 
everyone was ready for international copyright, or anything at all that 
would restore order and profit. 
1Publisher's Weeklz, XXXII, 7 (Aug. 13, 1887),p. 196. 
2Ibid., XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 21, 1888),p. 45. 
3Ibid., XLXII, 2 (July 9, 1887~ p. 38. 
4
shove, ££• ~., p. 17. 
5Ibid., P• 28. 
6Ibid., PP• 17-18. 
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CHAPI'ER III 
PUBLISHERS AND THEI R PRACTICES: TREATMENT OF ENGLISH AUTHORS 
The advocates of international copyright had, of course, many 
arguments. But their favorites were t hese: 
(1) The lack of international copyright had retarded the develop-
ment of -~erican literature. American writers, it was said, were unable 
to compete with the cheap English books that were pouring into America. 
American publishers preferred to publish English >vorks because there was 
better profit in them, since t he English author needed to be paid little or 
nothing. American readers preferred to read English books because they 
were cheaper, and because the Americans had acquired a taste for English 
literature. With this situation, American literature was badly retarded. 
(2) \'lith the lack of international copyright American publishers 
discriminated against American authors. An American, it was said, could 
seldom make a career of writing. Promising young writers were discouraged 
before they started. If an American author did get recognition, his in-
come was severely limited because of the cheap English competition, and 
1 because he had no fore ign market. 
(3) With no international copyright, the influx of cheap English 
literature perverted American taste. E. C. Stedman set forth this argument 
~he first two arguments will be dealt with in the next chapter. 
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as well as anyone. He said that successive generations of American readers 
had been imbued with foreign sentiments, and 11for wholesome and original 
reading11 there had been substituted, very often, French and English re-
1 
prints 11whose sole merit is that they sold for only a dime." 
(4) It is the fourth argument that is the concern of this chapter. 
That argument said that the lack of international copyright caused great 
injustice to English authors. The latter were exploited by American pub-
lishers. Scott, who gave Americans so much, got almost nothing from them, 
·and died a bankrupt, vThen, if he had received his just dues, he might have 
died a millionaire. Great popular novelists like Dickens, who brought 
something of great value into the lives of millions of Americans, were 
very badly treated. Americans were practicing a form of thievery. So 
went the argument. It made an impression that has lasted to this day. 
Even modern authorities on nineteenth century literature have accepted it. 
There are, in this contention, two elements -- English authors and 
American publishers. The side of the authors will be considered first. 
Listen to Anthony Trollope: 
If you, my reader, be a popular author, an American publisher 
will take the choicest work of your brain and make dollars out of 
it, selling thousands of copies of it in his country, whereas you 
can, perhaps, only sell hundreds of it in your own; and will either 
give you nothing for what he takes, -- or else will explain to you 
that he need give you nothing, and that in paying you anything he 
subjects hil1self to the danger of seein~ the property which he has 
bought taken from him by other persons. 
1 
E. C. Stedman, speech made in 1-Jashington, Narch 17, 1888. Laura 
Stedman and George M. Gould, Life ~ Letters .£! Ednmnd Clarence Stedman, 
II, 1. 412. This was a frequently used argument, but one that does not 
stand up well under close examination. It is very patriotic, however, in 
that it assumes that American literature was likely to be more wholesome 
and original than that of foreigners. The argument i gnores the fact that 
the reprints of such British authors as Scott, Dickens, and Anthon¥ Trol-
lope (who were wholesome by most standards, and certainly original) were 
the most popular of foreign books among Americans. 
2Anthony Trollope, North America, pp. 498-499. 
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In another of his books TroD_ope said, "I cannot say that I never 
had a shilling of American money oh behalf of my work, but I have been 
l 
conscious of no such payment. 11 Charles Reade complained that none of the 
Anglo-Saxon countries treated authors well and that in America the English 
2 
author v1as 11 fully and formally outlawed." Matthew Arnold said that men 
of science had been well paid for their writings by American publishers, 
but not men of letters. "Certainly I have never received from first to 
last, a hundred pounds from America, though my books have been, I believe, 
nmch reprinted there. 113 Dickens complained louder and longer than anyone 
else. He conceived a very low opinion of Americans in general. 
I'll tell you what the two obstacles to the passing of an inter-
national copyright law ~dth England are: firstly, the national love 
of "doing" a man in any bargain or matter of business; secondly, 
the national vanity. "Any author should take pride in being liked 
in America. 11 11The Americans read him: the free, enlightened, i n-
dependent Americans; and 1-1hat more vmuld he have? Here's reward 
enough for any man •••• " As to telling them t hey 1dll have no lit-
erature of their own, the universal answer (outside of Boston) is, 
"\'le don 1 t want one. Why should we pay for one v1hen we can get it 
for nothing? American people don't think of poetry, sir. Dollars, 
banks and cot ton are ~books, sir." And they certainly are in 
one sense; for a lower average of general inf ormation than exists 4 
in this country on all other topics, it would be very hard to find. 
There were many others, among British authors, who complained as 
bitterly. 
A number of English authors picked the Harpers as their pet hate 
among American publishers. Harriet Martineau, in 1838, referred to them 
1 Anthony Trollope, ~ Autobiography, P• 275. 
2 Charles Reade, "The Rights and "Wrongs of Authors", in Readiana, 
p. 129. 
3Arnold, 2£• ~., P• 273. 
4Letter to Forster, May 3, 1842, in Edgar Johnson, Charles 
Dickens, ~ Tragedy~ Triumph, I, p. 421. 
• 
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as "the redoubtable piratical publishing house in Ne1-1 York. 111 Sow.e called 
them the "Harpies". 
In 1862 an altercation between Harper's and Anthony Trollope aroused 
the interest of the literary world. It began in a letter that Trollope sent 
to the London Athenaeum on September 2, 1862. Trollope said that Harper's 
had been reprinting his books for years, all without any reference to him. 
"But they paid some small sum on, as I think, each work to my English pub-
lishers." In 1859 he was in New York and 1-1ent to see the publishers and 
offered them the early sheets for a book he was writing on the West Indies. 
They said that they did not want the book. Nevertheless, Trollope said, 
they later applied to his London publishers for it and "paid • • • a small 
sum for the privilege of reprinting." On his next book, Orley Farm, 
Trollope resolved to keep the foreign rights in his o~m hands, instead of 
turning them over to his London publisher, as he had previously. He tried 
to negotiate with Harper's London agent, Sampson Low. Trollope mentioned 
the price that he expected. Low refused it and told him that if he did not 
"accede to Messrs. Harper's price that Nessrs. Harper could and 1-muld pub-
lish it without any tenns." The writer then gave up on it and went back 
to his old arrangement, whereby his London publisher handled his foreign 
rights. A new agreement was made with Harper's, and the publisher and 
Trollope split the proceeds. 
That is the first time that Messrs. Harper's republication of 
my works has produced for me a dollar. I was not contented with 
the bargain, I will confess, but I was specially discontented with 
the manner of the bargain. I was compelled to sell my wares to one 
man, and he had the privilege of naming his own pricel 
~arriet Martineau, Autobiography, p. 398. 
In the autumn of 1861 he went to the United States, he continued, 
and called on }~. Fletcher Harper in New York to protest against his treat-
ment. 11r. Harper was very civil. Trollope asked him "whether in the event 
of my making an engagement with any other American publisher as to the re-
printing of a work of mine, he would make reprisal by printing it also." 
Harper replied that he would not. Then Troll ope, evidently thinking that 
he was through with Harper's, went to Lippincott in Philadelphia and ar-
ranged with the latter for the reprinting of North America. Lippincott 
received the early sheets, but Harper somehow got hold of others first, 
went all out to make up an edition of it, and got it out and on the market 
four days ahead of the Philadelphia firm. Harper's edition sold "at a price 
-- 60¢ or 2s 6d -- which nru.st, I believe, entail a loss upon themselves." 
Bitterly, the Englishman finished his tale: 
"You are Mr. Harper 1 s propert,y" has been said to me, "and we 
don't dare touch you. 11 It was in vain that I declared that I had 
not made myself over to Hessrs. Harper. "He has put his hand upon 
you, 11 I was told, "and l>re cannot interfere."l 
A little over a month later Fletcher Harper's reply was printed in 
the Athenaeum. It was dated September 20, 1862. He itemized his points. 
(1) He admitted that Harper's paid nothing for the republication 
of Trollope 1s earlier works. But he said that the author's publishers, 
11to 't~hom he has assigned all his pecuniary rights in these works, re-
ceived from us what was agreed upon as a fair price for all they had to 
sell, namely, the 'early sheets'." 
~tter to J. R. Lo-vrell, Sept. 2, 1862. The Athenaeum, No. 1819 
(Sept. 6, 1862hPP• 306-307. 
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(2) He said that Trollope wanted E400 for Orle¥ Farm and that it 
was not worth that much to Harper's. They gave Trollope 1 s publisher E 200. 
(3) In the matter of North America, 
Mr. Trollope 1 s recollection of our conversation is incorrect. 
I did not tell him that we should not republish his book. I knew, 
on the contrary, that we should publish it; because we are knovm 
as his publishers; because we had money invested in stereotype 
plates of his previous works; and beoause, having laid out large 
sums in introducing to the American public, by publishing and ad-
vertising, his earlier works, we were not likely to let another 
house step in and monopolize the market we had created. What I did 
say was, that we give him as much for the early sheets as any other 
house would give -- to wit 1:200, the same we had paid for Orley ~ 
--or, if he preferred it, the copyright which is usually paid to 
American authors, 10% on the sales. Knowing that no other publisher 
could afford to give as much as we could for the book, I added that 
if he could get elsevrhere better terms than vTe could give him, vTe 
would not republish the book. Mr. Trollope made us no offer of any 
kind, but went to Philadelphia and engaged one of the most respect-
able houses in the country -- Messrs. Lippincott and Company --
to bring the work out on terms which he will not care to make kno-wn. 
I was not willing that our series of "Trollope' s \'larks" should be 
broken to suit caprice or whim, and we republished the book, and 
were fortunate enough to be able to publish it in advance of the 
edition from the early sheets. 
It affords me great pleasure to remember that the great firm 
to which I belong, has in the course of the last thirty years, paid 
more money to British authors than all the other publishers in Amer-
ica together. I am confident that we alone have paid, in the last five 
years, more money to British authors for early sheets than British 
publishers have paid to American authors for early sheets since the 
first book was printed in this country. 
At the close of his letter Harper got in a solid dig at his antag-
onist. He said that early sheets are paid for "according to the popularity 
of the author. We do not despair of being able, some day, to pay 1'-Tr. Trol-
lope as much as we pay Mr. Dickens or Mr. 1tlilkie Collins. 111 
~bid., No. 1825 (Oct. 18, 1862),p. 496. 
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Trollope, still kicking, replied in the next issue of the 
Athenaeum: 
The Messrs. Harper affect to deal 1vith English authors and 
publishers, but they do so with a threat in their mouth, "If you 
do not sell to us at our price," they say, "we will take your 
goods without any price. 11 This is what we call piracy. 
He went on to repeat that Harper had told him distinctly that he 
would not republish the book if Trollope took it elsewhere, and he ended 
1 by deploring the practices of American publishers in general. 
One strongly suspects that Mr. Trollope was prone to hyperbole. 
His letters to the Athenaeum in 1862 reveal that he had received at 
least a shilling for the reprinting of his books, in spite of what he 
2 
said in his autobiography in 1883. The fact is that he did get some 
money from American publishers. He might have received more if he had 
not turned his foreign rights over to his English publisher. After 
Trollope 1 s statement in his autobiography, a certain Elzevir, in Boston, 
took the trouble to check up on Trollope's income from America. He 
found that Appleton's and Harper's had paid the Englishman's publishers 
" 6 r:' 3 about ~:,1 , .:JOO total. How nmch of that Troll ope himself got is not 
known. If he did not get a goodly cut he is not worth anyone's sym-
pathy. 
Harper's was the largest of the American publishing houses during 
most of the nineteenth century. Sir Charles Lyell, in 1849, said that its 
1Ibid., No. 1826 (Oct. 25, 1862),pp. 529-530. 
2
see above, P• 41. 
3Quoted from the Boston Herald of Oct. 8, 1883. Publisher's Weekly, 
XXIV, 21 (Oct. 13, 1883),p. 809. 
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scale of operations was surpassed only by two or three houses in England.1 
2 In 1861 it was having sales of over two million volumes a year. It ran a 
monthly magazine, in which it reprinted many English novels, and a weekly 
paper. It also maintained a number of libraries of reprints. It is cred-
ited, in fact, with starting the American cheap book industry, in 1830, 
with its Family LibrarY, 3 which eventually contained 187 titles,4 and its 
LibraFY 2£ Select Novels. The latter library, in 1872, consisted of 378 
novels in all, and sold at between fifty and seventy-five cents a book. 
Among its auth&rs were Miss Bremer, G.P.R. James, Horace Smith, Lever, 
Mrs. Ellis, Mary Howitt, Mrs. Marsh, Mrs. Gaskell, Hiss Bronte, Wilkie 
Collins, Mrs. Trollope, Miss }.1urdock, George Eliot, Miss Braddon, Mrs. 
Oliphant, Annie Thomas, George McDonald, Edmund Yates, Holme Lee, Anthony 
Trollope, and Thackeray.5 In 1878 the Harpers created the Franklin Square 
Library to meet the competition of the new cheap book libraries that were 
1 Lyell, £E• cit., II, p. 250. 
2
sheehan, £E• ~., p. 22 
3shove, £E• cit., p. vi. 
4J. Henry Harper, ~House 2f Harper, P• 63. This book contains 
much important information. Its accuracy as to prices paid and other facts 
useful to this dissertation has been attested to by a number of other refer-
ences. Sheehan, who examined most of the Harper records, supports J. H. Har-
per in much of what he s~ys. 
5Publisher's Week1y, II, 7 (Aug. 15, 1872),p. 152. The list, as 
given in Publisher's Weekly. It does not speci~ which of the Brontes was 
meant. 
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1 
arising at that time. This library sold its books at twenty cents and under. 
It did very well against the competition. 2 
The Harpers were very successful business men. They had a great 
influence in the field of publishing and in the literary world. Its im-
portance probably made it subject to more criticism than most houses. 
Indubitably some of the complaints were justified. Take the case of Fred-
rika Bremer, for example. Miss Bremer 'tias a Swedish writer who came to 
this country, apparently without much understanding of the situation here, 
to get an .American edition of her iiorks published. Her American publisher 
was G. P. Putnam. She had little money and hoped to make her way here by 
what she earned from her books and from lectures. However, her source of 
income was seriously threatened when Harper's announced their intention to 
pirate her books. To forestall this, Putnam took Miss Bremer to see Flet-
cher Harper. Mr. Harper was, as always, courteous, but he said that cour-
tesy was one thing, business another. 3 He had no mercy on the Swedish lady. 
Nevertheless, there were those who loved the Harpers, even among 
English authors. G. P. R. James, for example, wrote them, "I cannot but 
feel as I have always declared, that you have uniformly treated me with 
kindness and liberality and that you have been eminently gentlemanly and 
fair in all of our mutual dealings. 114 Thackeray once called Harper 1 s 
1 
P• 466. 2 Harper, £12.• cit., Shove, £12.• ill•, P• 9. 
3Putnam, EE• cit., pp. 144-145. 
~arper, EE· £!!:.., p. 102. 
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11 a house which shows itself inclined to act in a kind and friendly manner 
1 
to English literary men." F. W. Robinson spoke of the Harpers "fair 
dealing in the matter of advance sheets, 11 and Katherine s. MacQuoid said 
"Nessrs. Harper have always paid me for any of rrry works that they have 
printed • • • • I am sure that many other English authors will be ready to 
testify to the fair dealing and prompt payment of Hessrs. Harper and Broth-
ers.112 Similar testimony came from .Amelia B. Edwards, 3 ~falter Besant, 
William Black and Thomas Hardy. 4 George H. Putnam called Harper's 11 a house 
which makes a practice of paying for its English literary material, and 
which lays great stress upon courtesy of the trade. 11 .5 Frank Luther Mott, 
speaking of Harper's magazine and weekly, stated that "Harper's was roundly 
abused on all sides for its use of English material; yet Harper 1 s paid more 
for advance sheets of English serials than it would have had to pay for the 
work, it is safe to say, of any living American writer. 116 
A Harper-hater might say that those Englishmen who praised the 
American firm lvere perhaps easy to please. But Charles Reade was not easy 
to please, as a perusal of some of his non-fiction will quickly indicate. 
Yet Reade wrote to Harper's in 18.59, 11You see I trust you with the con-
fidence of a friend. In that you must blame your own f:ri:endly and gentle-
~tter to Harper's, Dec. 11, 18.57. Harper, ££• £!1., p. 117. 
2 Publisher's Weekly, XXIII, 24 (Dec. 9, 1882),p. 869. 
3
Ibid., XXXVI, 20 (Nov. 16, 1889),p. 690. Footnote. 
~id., LXXVIII, 23 (Dec. 6, 1890),p. 924 • 
.5 
Ibid., XV, 12 (March 22, 1879),p. 3.51. 
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6 
Frank Luther Mott, ! History £! American Magazines, 1865-188.5, p. 16. 
1 
man-like way of doing business." Elwin, Reade's biographer, states that 
Reade's connection with Harper's was "the longest and least refractory of 
his relations with publishers, and subsisted to the end of his life. 112 
Not that Reade's relations with the Harpers were always smooth. On one 
occasion Reade wrote to Sampson Low, Harper's London agent, protesting 
that the Harpers had paid ~P5000 for The Tale .2f ~ Cities, "which was 
not a masterpiece," and gave him only one-twentieth of that sum for his 
!_ Good Fight, "which was a masterpiece."3 On another occasion Reade 
assigned the rights to a serial to J. R. Osgood, of Boston. But Harper's 
stole it and ran it in their Weekly. ~llien Reade expostulated, the Harpers 
"promptly closed his mouth with a substantial cheque."4 
One who complained most vociferously about the treatment he received 
from Harper's, and from other American publishers, was Charles Dickens. In 
1867 the American Literary Gazette printed a statement, of which Dickens was 
alleged to be the author, that, up to Dombey ~Son (1847), the Englishman 
had received nothing from this side of the water for reprints of his books.5 
Henry c. Lea replied to Dickens in the next issue of the Gazette that his 
firm had paid E50 for Pickwick without any solicitation, and E6o for the 
6 
advance manuscript of the latter part of Oliver Twist. The Gazette itself 
1 Letter to Harper's, Dec. 11, 1857. Harper, ££• ~., p. 117. 
2 E . Nalcolm hn.n, Charles Reade, p. 148. 
3Ibid., p. 147. 4rbid., p. 223. 
5American LiteraEY Gazette, IX, 1 (May 1, 1867),pp. 5-6. 
6Ibid._, IX (May 15, 1867),p. 36. 
48 
reported that Dickens had received E 200 from Ticknor & Fields before Dombez 
~ Son, and that it regarded Mr. Dickens' statement as being ungenerous, if 
not dishonest. It said that the author had received 11nearly $20,000 in gold 
from a single American firm -- that of Harper and Brothers • 11 The periodical 
reproduced a letter from Harper's toT. B. Peterson which listed payments 
made to Dickens, amounting to I 3900.1 
Dickens was not always so unhappy about American publishers. In 
1837, when he was younger and more humble, he received E 25, unsolicited, 
from Carey of Philadelphia. Dickens wrote the American firm a very grateful 
letter, expressing his pleasure with the treatment he had received, and act-
ually refusing to accept the money. He asked only for an American copy of 
the book. 2 
The table at the end of this chapter, which certainly does not pre-
tend to cover all payments made to Dickens, show that he received ~~40,395 in 
total from Americans, figuring an English pound at five American dollars, 
which was the value of the pound at that time. 
The London Publisher's Circular said, in 1871, that American 
publishers "often pay liberally for advance sheets.113 In 1855 Ticknor & 
1Ibid., IX, 3 (June 1, 1867),p. 68. 
2Letter from Dickens to Carey, Oct. 26, 1837. Bradsher, 2£• cit., 
pp. 94-95. 
3Quoted by Publisher's Weeklz, I, 2 (Jan 25, 1872),p. 36. It 
appears that the earliest payment made by an American publisher to an 
English author was made by Carey, Lea & Blanchard. Between 1825 and 1830 
that firm, according to Henry C. Lea, was regularly paying Scott E 75 per 
Waverlez novel. They paid him E 100 for Tales .£! the Crusades and E 300 
for Life of Bona~arte. Letter from Lea to the American Literarz Gazette, 
IX, ~ay-15, 1 67),pp. 36-37. 
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Fields paid Browning for publishing a volume of his poems. Browing was 
1 delighted with the treatment he received from them. Ticknor & Fields, by 
an unsolicited payment to Tennyson, in 1842, and regular payments there-
2 
after, eamed the undying gratitude of that poet. Thackeray once made 
the statement that "for my ow sake, as well as that of my literary breth-
ren in England, I am sincerely rejoiced to find how kindly the American 
publishers are disposed towards us."3 
Edward Marston, the English publisher, in talking about something 
else, incidentally indicated that wAmy English authors thought it was not 
unprofitable to deal with the Americans. Marston said that English authors 
could get copyright in Canada ~ furnishing a written description of their 
work to the Minister of Agriculture there, and a copy of the book, to be 
deposited in the Library of the Parliament of Canada. Then, in a foot-
note on this, he says, 
It is a curious fact that many English authors, instead of 
availing themselves of this means of securing their copyright in 
Canada, abandon their colors for filthy lucre, go over to the enemy, 
and make arrangements with American publishers, whereby, for a con-
sideration which they believe to be larger than they could obtain in 
Canada, the American edition is to have full circulation in Canada. 
In this case the American publisher arranges with some Canadian 
whose natne appears in the imprint of the Canadian portion of the 
edition.4 
Further confirmation of the fairness of American publishers is 
given in a letter reprinted in Publisher's Weekly, in 1880. The authors 
lweber, ££• cit., p. 28. 
2
caroline Ticknor, Hawthorne ~ His Publisher, p. 3. These 
payments do not appear in the Cost Books of Ticknor and Fields, edited by 
Tryon and Charvat. That does not mean, hawever, thatthey were not made. 
They could have been made and not recorded in the books. 
3Putnam, ££• .£!!., PP• 144-14.5. 
~arston, 2£• ~., p. 30, and footnote, pp. 30-31. 
5o 
of the letters sign themselves 11Two English Novelists." 
We have received in past years from Messrs. Osgood of Boston, 
Messrs. Harper and Brothers, Messrs. Appleton, and other New York 
publishers, substantial sums for advance sheets of our novels. We 
received a sum of money for the serial rights -- i. e., the ap-
pearance of the story week to week in some American publication --
and we further received a handsome sum of money upon the publica-
tion of the complete work in volume form.l 
Joseph Harper claimed that 11the compensation to popular British 
authors for their early sheets is quite as large as that paid to home 
2 
authors (excepting for school books) under the copyright law. 11 And 
George Haven Putnam stated that the sums paid to English authors by 
American publishers 11 are often very considerable, and have not infrequent-
ly been even larger than the author's receipts from their English editions.113 
He said that leading English authors like George Eliot~ Miss Murdock, Will-
iam Black, R. D. Blackmore, Wilkie Collins, Thomas Hardy, Mrs. Alexander, 
Tyndall, and Huxley, and many others had received liberal payments from 
their American publishers.4 Publisher's Weekly testifies, in 1878, that 
most English authors were then getting the equivalent of copyright.5 
William H. Appleton spoke of the scientific and historical works he was 
publishing in the '80's, and mentioned the ten per cent royalty he was 
paying to such writers as Spencer, Darwin, Huxley, Tyndall, Lubbock, 
Bastian, Carpenter, Bagehot, Bain, Tylor, Lyell, Maudsley, Jevons, Roscoe, 
and Miss Buckley. He paid the same royalty to all authors of the Inter-
reprint 
1 
Publisher's Weekly, XVIII, 10 (Sept. 4, 1880~ p. 265. This is a 
of a letter written to the London Times of Aug. 13, 1880. 
2 
Letter to Dr. Appleton, Nov. 1875. Harper, ££• cit., p. 383. 
3 Letter to the Nei-T York Post, Feb. 5, 1883, Publisher's ~veekl:x;, 
6 (Feb. 10, 1883),p.-ri4.-XXIII, 
4Publisher's ~Teekly, XV, 12 (March 22, 1879), p. 351. 
5Ibid., XIII, 9 (March 2, 18784 p. 246. 
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national Science Series, and for all the volumes of the Scientific, Literary, 
and Historic Primers. Lecky and Robertson, he said, were paid the same roy-
alty as was paid to American authors. He also told of paying Beaconsfield 
ten percent for Endymion.1 
George Palmer Putnam is credited for having initiated the royalty 
2 
system for paying authors. He even extended this to English authors. In 
their case he started with royalty payments to Elizabeth Barrett and Car-
3 lyle. He paid Carlyle ten per cent of the selling price of all copies of 
Cromwell.4 Others took t his up. In 18.55 Charles Reade received a contract 
for a ten percent royalty from Ticknor and Fields. However, the publishers 
put into the contract a cl ause saying that if Reade's work were pirated 
they would not pay the royalty. But the author protested and Ticknor took 
5 
out the clause. Around the 1870's the royalty system became more general 
and American publishers began to make smaller initial payments t.o best-
selling English authors and to pay them royalties on the copies sold. 
However, if the sale of the American edition was not sufficiently large 
6 
to pay costs, it was considered ethical to pay no royalties. 
Examples of t he working of the royalty system are Roberts Brothers' 
offer of payment to the English poet, Ed~dn Arnold, of a ten per cent roy-
alty after the first thousand copies had been marketed; 7 \rJebster' s giving 
P• 104. 
1Ibid., XXIII, 24 (Dec. 9, 1882~ p. 867. 
2Lehmann-Haupt, .2E.• _ill., p. 112. 3~. 
4Letter from Carlyle to Emerson, (April 30, 1846), Putnam, .2E.• _ill., 
SElwin, .2£• .£!.!:., PP• 109-110. 
Csheehan, .2E.• cit., p. 69. 
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7Raymond L. Kilgour, Messrs. Roberts Brothers Publishers, p. 164. Many 
publishers insured themselves against loss by refusing to make any payment to 
the author until 1000 copies of his book had been sold. They paid royalties 
on everything above that. 
1 Smalley a choice of one fourth profits or eight per cent royalty, and 
offering Stanley, 'Who was sure to sell well, one half profits for a book 
on Africa.2 
There is no doubt that many English authors sold better in this 
country than they did in t heir ow.n. One reason for that was that the Amer-
ican level of education was higher than the English. Another -v1as that books 
vrere cheaper in the United States than they were in Great Britain and were 
thus available to more people. That was true until at least the 1860's. 
After that the price of English books was considerably reduced.3 Meredith 
believed that Americans appreciated him more than the English, and was 
very happy with his treatment here.4 Both Hood and De Quincey got their 
real start in America and later were appreciated in England.S Thackeray 
had a better sale in America than in England.6 }1acaulay's first collected 
volume of essays was published in America.7 Carlyle sold well in this 
country before he sold at all in England. 8 
Carlyle, in fact, did not have much reason for complaining about 
his treatment in the United States. He first made his reputation here; 
and he was helped by the fact that he had here a good and influential 
friend to look after his interests. Carlyle and Emerson worked for each 
1 Samuel Charles Webster, ~ Twain, Business Man, p. 368. 
2Ibid., p. 370. Stanley had claimed once that he was an American 
citizen, and therefore eligible for American copyright. It turned out 
eventually that he was not. He was a British citizen. 
3 Shove, 2E• £!i., p. 1. 
4Kilgour, 2E• cit., p. 219. 
5Derby, 2!?.• cit., p. 554, and Putnam, 2E• '·ill•' P• 197. 
6Frank Luther Matt, Golden Ymltitudes, p. 135. 
7 Derby, ££• ill•, P• 554. 
~ow.nsend Scudder, The Lonely Way!aring Han, p. 37. 
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other in their own countries. Each wrote introductions for the other, and 
they got one another's books published. It was t hrough the help of Emer-
son that Carlyle got his start in profitable writing. In a letter dated 
May 10, 1839, Emerson told his friend that he had made an agreement with 
a Boston publisher to put out Carlyle's Select Miscellanies and pay the 
author one dollar on each copy sold. In the same letter Emerson indicated 
that he was handling Carlyle's French Revolution.1 In a later letter~ 
erson sent the Englishman $242.22 for ~liscellanies.2 In 1839 Emerson 
worked out a deal whereby Hr. Brown of C. C. Little & Company 1-muld take 
the plates for one of Carlyle's works, use them, and pay the author a price 
for each copy, then return the plates.3 
From the foregoing sketch of the relations bet1-1een English authors 
and American publishers, it seems fair to draw the following conclusions: 
(1) That the Englishmen and their American supporters exaggerated 
the evils of the situation. Many Englishmen did receive large amounts of 
American money. It is true that the amount of money received was not pro-
portionate to the number of their books sold in this country. That fact 
seems to have driven Dickens almost crazy. Although he did get a good in-
come from his American sales, he could never forget what he might have ob-
tained if he had received a ten per cent royalty on all of his books pub--
lished in the United States. 
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(2) A number of English authors got their start in the United States. 
After they were read in America, and became popular here, they began to sell 
1 Charles E. Norton, ~ Correspondence .£! Thomas Carlyle ~ Ralph 
Waldo Emerson, I, p. 159. 
2Ibid., p. 170. Letter of July 30, 1838. 
3rbid., p. 234. Letter of April 20, 1839. 
at home. Carlyle and De Quincey are examples of that. Though they may 
not have received much money from America, their publication here was of 
great value to them. 
(3) the reprinting of British books made possible the rise of the 
great American publishing houses. These firms gave the Bri ti.sh books the 
widest possible circulation in American. 
(4) The system did not work too badly for most American publishers. 
The fact is that the American publishers did prosper. And it is very dif-
ficult to deny that it was good for American readers. Nowhere in the world 
did any other people get so much good reading so cheaply. Some complained 
that much of this reprinted foreign literature was trash. But certainly 
Scott, Dickens, Trollope, Reade, and other top-flight British novelists 
did not put out trash; and they were read everywhere. 
In reference to the charges of the English authors, it should be 
pointed out that men like Dickens, Trollope, and Carlyle were not very 
reasonable men in such cases as these. They were artists, and as such they 
were super-sensitive, emotional and temperamental. ~Vhen such men descend 
to practical affairs they are not to be taken very seriously. They often 
do not make good sense, though they always sound good. When such men had 
a grievance, and those named had many all through their lives, they made 
the most of it, dramatized it, shed tears over it, assumed attitudes, 
emoted, and put on displays of marvelous pyrotechnics that made a trem-
endous impression on their admirers. The London Bookseller once said 
We know what irresponsible children of impulse some authors 
are in the matter of writing letters to newspapers and dragging 
their real or supposed grievances before the public •••• Some 
authors ••• have a settled conviction that they are habitually 
cheated by all with whom they have dealings. They like to pro-
claim themselves victims: it accords with the traditions of gen-
55 
ius, and is a part of the regular stage business 1o1henever they 
appear before the public in their professional character.l 
1 London Bookseller, July 5, 1884 quoted by Publisher's ~veekly, XXVI, 
(July 26, 1884), pp. 131-132. 
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TABLE 2 
.AMEIUC AN PAYMENT TO FOREIGN AUTHORS 
The material for this table was trucen from the most available sources. It does not pretend to be 
definitive, or anytlling approaching that. To make it so would be a thesis project in itself. The value of 
the table is that it does give some idea of payments made to foreign authors. If it does nothing else, it 
shows that some such payments were made. It at least hints at fairly generous payments in some cases. The 
reader mig~feel inclined to question some of the sources. Yet the figures that appear here have been ac-
cepted by the best authorities. Several of them are cited in the book by J. Henry Harper. Harper's figures 
seem to be pretty generally accepted as accurate. Sheehan saw most of the surviving papers of the big New 
York publishers, including those of the Harpers. He does not question J. Henry Harper's figures, but uses 
them himself. Also those figures are confirmed by some of the authors whom Harper's published. The accu-
racy of Derby is questioned by some. But Matt accepts his figures. So did Publisher's Weeklz. See the is-
sue for Jan. 24, 1885. Notice that the Cost Books of Ticknor and Fields confirm at least one of his fig-
ures for Tennyson. For lack of space, the names of the authorities are abbreviated. P-W means Publisher's 
Weekly. 
Book Author Amount Publisher Authority 
Green Pastures 
and Picadilly Black E6oo Harper Harper, P• 446. 
Each of her books Rhoda Broughton $1000 Appleton P-W, Dec. 9, 1882 
Any Poem Mrs. Bro-vming $100 The Inde:eendent Mott, ~' 1850, p. 2 1. 
Poems Browning t6o Ticknor & Fields Cost Books, P• 336. 
The Parisians Bulwer E800 Harper Harper, p. 360. 
Title not given Bulwer $10,000 (offer) Lippincott P-W, Mar. 7, 1872 
Title not given Bulwer El25 Carey Bradsher, p. 93 
-- -- ---- -~ -- - ----
Vl. 
-.J 
Book Author .Amount 
Kenelm Chillingly Bulwer r. 750 
Ride to Khiva Burnaby r. 30 
Miscellanies Carlyle r. 50 
French Rev., Chartism 
and others Carlyle r. 428 
Select l1iscellanies Carlyle $242.22 
The Moonstone Wilkie Collins :t 750 
Woman in White Wilkie Collins r. 750 
Man and Wife Wilkie Collins £750 
Great Expectations Dickens £1250 
Hunted Down Dickens $5000 
Pickwick Papers Dickens r. 5o 
George Silverman's 
Explanation Dickens $1000 
Hard Times Dickens $1500 
Oliver Tldst 
(last part) Dickens .r6o 
-- ~- ---- - -- - - ~ --
Publisher 
Harper 
Harper 
Carey & Hart 
Little, Brown 
and J. Munroe 
Ticknor & Fields 
Harper 
Harper 
Harper 
Harper 
Bonner 
Carey, Lea & 
Blanchard 
Atlantic Nonthly 
McElrath 
Carey, Lea & 
Blanchard 
Authority 
Harper, p. 360 
Harper, p. 446 
Correspondence, II, 150. 
Gleaned from Corres pond-
-~· 
CorresEondence, I, P• 159 
Pollard, p. 13. 
Harper, P• 114. 
Ibid. 
~· 
Derby, P• 203 
Literary Gazette, 
June 1, 1867 
¥10tt, Mags, 1865, P• 5 09 
Ibid., P• 386. 
-
Literary Gazette, 
June 1, 1867 
\J1. 
CD 
Book Author Amount 
Old Curiosity Shop Dickens I.ll2 
Barnaby Rudge Dickens r. 107 
Bleak House Dickens r. 400 
Our Hutual Friend Dickens r. 1000 
Edwin Drood Dickens r. 2000 
Title not given Dickens I. 200 
Little Dorrit Dickens $2000 
Tale of Two Cities Dickens $5000 
Lothair Disraeli f', 250 
Title not given Edgeworth r. 25-40 
Breakfast ( ?) George Eliot f', 30 
Theophratus George Eliot r. 5o 
Agatha George Eliot !'.3oo 
Armgat George Eliot t1oo 
Daniel Deronda George Eliot r. 1700 
---- - - - - - - --- - - - --- - - - -- -- ----
Publisher 
Carey, Lea & 
Blanchard 
Carey, Lea & 
Blanchard 
Harper 
Harper 
Harper 
Ticknor & Fields 
Harper 
Harper 
Appleton 
Carey 
Not given 
Harper 
Ticknor & Fields 
Osgood 
Harper 
-- --- - -~ ------- - - ~--- - - - - - --
Authority 
Literary Gazette, 
June 1, 1867 
~-
Mott, Multitudes, P• 8 
~-
flli· 
Literary Gazette, 
June 1, 1867 
Harper, p. 115. 
Harper, p. 161. 
Derby, p. 185 
Bradsher, p. 93 
Letters of G. Eliot, 
VII, P• 363 
~-
Letters of G. Eliot, V 
~· P• 139. 
Harper, p. 388. 
----
4. 
, P• 36. 
V1. 
'-0 
~~- -~ - ~ - I""' 
Book Author .Amount Publisher Authority 
Mill on the Floss George Eliot E300 Harper ~., p. 165 
Middlemarch George Eliot Iaroo Harper ~., P• 334 
Life of Dickens Forster $8000 Lippincott P-W, Mar. 71 1872 
She Haggard ElO Harper Mott, Multitudes, P• 1 78 
Tom Brown 1s 
Schooldays Hughes $100 Ticknor & Fields Cost Books, p. 402 
Poetical Works Leigh Hunt E30 Ticknor & Fields ~., p. 1~05 
Ninety-three Hugo E750 Harper Harper, P• 372 
Two Years Ago Kingsley E8o Ticknor & Fields Cost Books, P• 394 
Heroes Kingsley E4o Ticknor & Fiel~ ~., P• 35h 
Poems Kingsley .E 40 Ticknor & Fields ~., pp. 351 & 424 
Westward Hol IG.;lgsley E5o Ticknor & Fields ~., P• 311 
Miscellanies Kingsley :t 20 Ticknor & Fields ~., P• 434 
The Light that Failec Kipling £ 200 Lippincott Mott, Multitudes, P• 1 85 
A volume of stories Kipling £88 Harper P-W, Nov. 1, 1890. 
Life of Vicissitudes James $1200 Graham Oberholtzer, p. 274 
3' 
Book I Author 
Poems I Jean Ingelow 
Life of Goethe I G. H. Lewes 
Life of Scott I Lockhart 
Emperor Frederick III I Dr. Mackenzie 
History of England I Macaulay 
Reprints of his novels I Marryat 
Our Village 
Livingston's Last 
Journals 
Letters from America 
Irmocent 
Milford 
J. Murray, ed. 
Amelia Murray 
Mrs. Oliphant 
John Bull & His Island I 0 1 Rell 
Each Novel Ouida 
The Burnt 11il.lion p~ 
.Amount 
$18,000ll-
t2o 
£300 
t5oo 
I: 650 
$2000 
tl75 
£1000 
:E 200 
.t 100 
.t 250 
:e 300 
$10,000 
Publisher 
Roberts 
Ticknor & Fields 
Carey, Lea & 
Blanchard 
N...~ J. Sun 
Harper 
Carey & Hart 
Ticknor & Fields 
Harper 
Putnam 
Harper 
Scribner 
Lippincott 
Harper 
*'l'his is Robert's total payment to her, for all her poems. 
Authority 
Kilgour, p. 169 
~~~ P• 338 
Litera;r Gazette, 
June 1, 1867 
P-W, Oct. 20, 1888 
Harper, P• 114 
Derby, P• 553 and 
P-W, Jan. 241 1885 
Cost ~oks, P• 248 
Harper, P• 381 
Putnam, Memoir, P• 403 
Harper, P• 358 
P-W, June 211 1884 
P-W, Aug. 11, 1888 
P-W, June 21, 1890 
0\ 
t-' 
- · -- ------- - ·-- --
Book Author Amount 
A Woman Hater Reade £1000 
White Lies Reade $844 
Propia Reade $30 
Christie Johnstone & 
Peg Woffington Reade E2Q 
Never Too Late to Mend Reade $1147 
Plant Hunters Mayne Reid E100 
Ran Away Mayne Reid ElOO 
A serial Mayne Reid $8000 
A Serial Mayne Reid $5000 
English Family Robin-
son & The Boy Hunters Mayne Reid £65 
Young Voyageurs Mayne Reid E4o 
Forest Exiles Mayne Reid Eloo 
The Bush Boys Mayne Reid t1oo 
Young Yagers Mayne Reid :t 12 
Publisher 
Harper 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Leslie's Weekly 
Fireside Comp. 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Ticknor & Fields 
Authority 
Harper, p. 114 
Cost Books, pp. 406-43 
passim. 
Cost Books, P• 412 
~ BQok§, P• 319 
~ Books, P• 371-402 
passim. 
~ Books, P• Q~3 
..Q..Q§.!, Book§, P• 426 
Mott, ~ 1865, P• 1 
Ibid. 
-
Cost Books, p. 215 & 2 
~ Books, P• 269 
Cost Books, P• 304 
~Books, P• 348 
Cost Books, P• 381 
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Book Author Amount 
Poems Rosetti tl8 
Life of Bonaparte Scott £300 
Personal Recollections Somerville t1o5 
Through the Dark 
£2000 Continent Stanley 
A novel Stevenson $10,000 
The Virginians Thackeray $1000 
Ballads Thackeray $277 
Lectures on Humorous 
Writers Thackeray $1000 
Not Given Thackeray t1ooo 
The Newcomes Thackeray t5oo 
Not given Thackeray £100 
Poems Tennyson $150 
Publisher 
Roberts 
Carey, Lea & 
Blanchard 
Roberts 
Harper 
Bonner 
Harper 
Ticknor & Fields 
Harper 
Not given 
Harper & a German 
publisher 
Appleton 
Ticknor & Fields 
Authority 
Kilgour, P• 85 
Litera;r Gazette, 
June 1, 1867 
Kilgour, P• 126 
Harper, P• 439 
P-W, Jan. 5, 1889 
Harper, p. ll4 & Thack 
er~1 s Letters, IV, P• 
Cost Books, p. 342 & 3 
Harper, P• 125 
Letters, III, p. 132 
~., P• 280 
.!1?.!2•, P• 121 
Derby; P• 616 & Cost 
Books. De 327 
55 
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Book Author .Amount 
Life and Letters of 
Macaulay Trevelyan t1ooo 
English Translations Tourgueneff 1000 fr. 
Orley Fann Troll ope E200 
Harry Hotspur Trollope £700 
North .America Troll ope E2oo 
Ralph the Heir Troll ope $1500 
The Claverings Trollope $2000 
Our Life in ths 
Highlands Queen Victoria E250 
Robert Elsmere Mrs. Ward $500 
- ----~ 
Publisher 
Harper 
Holt 
Harper 
HaJ:!-'el" 
Harper 
Appleton 
Harper 
Harper 
Lovell 
Authority 
Harper, P• 393 
P-W, March 21, 1874 
Harper, P• 347 
"~"'-id P .,., I ~·~ • .U.L.J. 
Athenaeum, Sept. 6, 18 
P-W, Nov. 24, 1883 
Li tera;ry Gazette, May 
P~W, May 23, 1872 
P-W, Oct. 13, 1888 
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CHAPTER IV 
THE ORDEAL OF 1U1ERIC.AN AUTHORS 
American literature 1..ras retarded. Its progress 1vas much slower 
than literary men thought it should be. There were few American writers 
in the early part of the nineteenth century, and what there were, seemed 
poor imitations of their overseas cousins. Cultured fi~ericans had an 
inordinate admiration for t he English, and tended to over-rate anything 
English and under-rate anything American. This was particularly true 
in literature. 
Noah Webster recognized that fact. In a letter to Benjamin Rush, 
in 1800, I.Vebster spoke of t he advantage of having a book published frrst 
in Engl a..n.d . If it 1-1ent v.rell there, it was sure to sell in the United 
States . The British critics were widely read in this country, he s aid, 
and a book's success here depended upon its character in Great Britain.1 
Hany others must have had the same idea. 
One who did, many years later, was Richard Henry Hilde. In 1843 
he petitioned Congress f or the benefits of copyright for a book which 
he , an American citizen, was about to publish in England. He could get 
copyright in England, under her laws at that time. But he needed a 
special dispensation here, because the United States law required that, 
to obtain American copyright, a book must be published here either before, 
or simultaneously with, its publication elsewhere. Wilde's was a book on 
l Letters of~~ Webster, H • . R. Warfel, ed., Letter of Dec . 15. 
P• 227 • 
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Italian literature. He told Congress that there was no market for it 
in the United States until it had made a reputation in England. He 
wanted to be certain that, having made a reputation, it would not be 
pirated by his fellow countrymen. There was some debate in the Senate 
over Wilde's bill. Senat or Tappan offered an amen&nent to t he bill 
by which the s ame privilege would be given to all Americans. This was 
defeated. Senator Buchanan was most prominent in arguing against 111}ilde, 
thus keeping his anti-copyright record consistent. The bill eventually 
passed.1 Wilde seems to have been highly regarded. It is to be hoped 
that his book was well r eceived by the English. :Such a book would have 
needed their recommendat:Lon more than most. 
Americans took t he attitude that anything which departed very 
noticeably from the Engl i sh style, subjects, and manners, was not 
literature. Originality was not acceptable. John Neal, in 1823, stated 
that .Americans call an author great not because he is great, or because 
America.Ds have read him, but because English critics have called him 
great. 2 Griswold said in 1853 that t he best accepted American authors 
were those who most closely copied the English.3 
All of this would seem to indicate that the preference of 
Americans for English themes and English authors played an important 
part in retarding the development of a truly American literature. 
lwilde's petition. was first introduced into the Senate on Dec. 
12, 1842. Con~essional Globe, XII, 3 (Dec. 14, 1842), p. 41. 26th Congress, 
2nd Session. e bill was not introduced until Jan. 10. It was passed 
on the 24th. See Ibid., XII, 9 and 12, pp. 141, 181, 192. 
2 John Neal, "Randolph 11 , in American Writers, ed. F. L. Pattee, p.2J8. 
3Rufus w. Griswold, Prose Writers ~ America, P• 14. 
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Hm-vever, Hhen contemporaries spoke of the retardation of 
American literature they· did not blame it on the superiority of 
British writers, or on the preference of P~erican readers for British 
style and British themes . They w·ere much more likely to blame it on 
t he lack of international copyright laws. Because of that, they said, 
young ~rriters could not get started in this country, and established 
authors could not make a living. In 1840, Washington Irving told this 
story: 
We have a young literature springing up, and daily un-
folding itself with wonderful energy and luxuriance, 1-rhich, 
as it promises to shE~d a grace and lustre upon the nation, 
deserves all its fos t ering care. How much this growing 
literature may be retarded by the present state of our copy-
right law, I had recently an instance, in the cavalier treat-
ment of a work of merit, written by an American, who had not 
yet established a conrnanding name in the literary market. I 
undertook, as a friend, to dispose of it for him, but found 
it impossible to get an offer from any of our principal 
publishers. They even declined to publish it at the author's 
cost, alleging that i.t was not worth their while to trouble 
themselves about native works, of doubtful success, ~rhile they 
could pick and choose among the most successful works daily 
poured out by the ~ri tish press, for 1-rhich they had nothing to 
pay for copyright. 
A little over forty years later, the P~erican Copyright League, 
in a petition, said, "Under the existing circumstances, only a small 
proportion of American authors are able to earn a competency by the 
pursuit of authorship alone. 112 Julian Hawthorne said somewhat the same 
thing, at about the same time. 
I will engage to entertain at dinner, at a round table five 
feet in diameter, all of the .A.ITlerican novelists who make more 
than a thousand dollars a year out of the royalty on any one of 
their novels, and to give them all they want to eat and drink, 
~etter to the editor of Knickerbocker, Jan. 1840. Life and 
Letters of Washington Irvi ng, ed. Pierre M. Irving, III, P• 149. ---
----- --
2Petition to Congress, Feb. 1884. See Below, P• 132. 
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and three of the best cigars apiece afterward, and a hack 
to take them home in; and I vrill agree to forfeit a thousand 
dollars ••• if twenty-five dollars does not liquidate the 
bill and leave enough over to buy a cloth copy of each of 
the v-rorks1 in question, with the author 
1 s autograph on the 
fly-leaf. 
Many American novelists and poets could not depend upon their 
literary endeavors to make a living, but had to have other sources of 
income. Some, like Emerson, lectured to au~nent their incomes. Nathaniel 
Hawthorne, Melville, Bayard Taylor, Lowell, Bret Harte and others had 
government j obs. (Several of our presidents showed their appreciation 
of American literature by appointing authors to consulates or ministries~ 
Bryant and lfJhitman were newspapermen. Howells, Gilder, Eggleston, and 
Ste&nan were magazine editors. 
Nany authors helped their finances by writing for the magazines, 
which paid well . In 188~), Publisher's Weekly said, 
The successful men of today are those v-rho look to the 
magazines, r ather th<m to the publishers of books as such, 
for the greater part of their income, and if it ,,rere not 
for the first use of novels, short stories, and miscellaneous 
papers by the magazines, the American author ~ould have a 
poor chance indeed of earning his livelihood. 
By 185'0 Jl.merica had a sup rising number of popular magazines. 
Mott says that there were around 2)00 periodicals other than newspapers 
published in this country be~v-reen 18.50 and 186.5. 3 The most prosperous 
in that period -vmre the ~ York Ledger, which claimed a circula.tion of 
400,000 copies weekly; Tucker's Country Gentleman, which sold one quarter 
million in 18.58; Frank Lesli e's Illustrated, which sold 164,000 in 1860; 
1Publisher 1s Weekl:l, XXXIII, 2h (June 13, 1888), p. 963 . 
2~., XXVII, 26 (June 27 , 188.5), P• 732. 
3F. L. Mott, !:. History of American Hagazines, 18.50-186.5, p. 4. 
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Harper's 1rJeekly, which had a circulation of 120,000 by the end of 1861; 
~ American rvle ssenger, ·with 190,000 by 1850; Gleason 1s Pictorial , boast-
ing 103,000 in 1856; Godey's Lady's ~ ~dth 150,000 in 1860; and 
Harper 1 s Nevr Monthly, -r.Jhich averaged 110,000 bet1,reen 1850 and 1865.1 
The magazine situation was best for authors after the War. There was 
a boom in magazines then. In 1865 there were 700 magazines in circu-
lation; in 1870, 1200; in 1880, hvice that; in 1885, 3300. 2 In l87L~ 
the ~ York Weekly, a cheap story-magazine, advertised a circtuation 
of 350,000. In 1885 the Youth's Companion had 350,000. Both Harper's 
1-1onthly and its Heekly had over 100,000. Scribner's Monthly had 200,000 
in 1885. So did Century Hagazine. Godey 's had over 100,000 in 1865. 
Peterson's had over 150,000 in the 1870s, the Ladies Home J ournal had 
270,000 in 1885, the Delinec:.tor 165,000 in 1885, Frank Leslie's Popular 
~~ 
Honthly 100,000 in 1884.-
In spite of t his, apparently an author could not make a living 
on magazine writing alone, for }1ott says that 11to provide $2000 as a 
minimum income for moderate comfort, a magazine author had to sell an 
article a week; and certeinly few could do that. "4 
Among the things that bothered P~erican authors was the fact that 
they were so inconsiderately pirated by the British. "If English 
publishers could now be persuaded to deal as fairly by American authors 
as American publishers treat English writers, our literary men of the 
day would be much richer than they are, 11 said Publisher 1 s vleekly in 187 8. 
l 
~., PP• 10-ll. 
~ott, Magazines, 1865-1885, ~· cit., P• 5. 
3Ibid., p. 7. 4Thid., P• 14. 
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It goes on to tell of an P~e rican house paying an English author 
$10,000 for one book and says that the 11generalityn of English authors 
got Bfair equivalent of 1-1hat they would pay here in copyright." But, 
it said, :£100, at most, was almost t he limit of English payments to 
American authors.1 In England there was no system of trade courtesy 
to p rotect foreign authors. English p ira.cy of American authors was 
bound to be dif ferent from American pi r.<wy of English authors. For one 
t h ing, the British kne-H less of American literature than the .Americans 
kne1-v of British li teratu:re. There -vms not the demand for American 
literature in England. There Nas also not as much market for cheap 
literature in Engla_nd as there was i n the United States, b ecause t he 
lm-rer classes there were not as literate as in the United States. Yet 
Americans ~ pirated, <:tnd the English pirate was no more scrupulous 
than his .American counterpart. 
Carlyle once wrot e, 1'\rife have pirates waiting for every .American 
2 
thing of mark. 11 Some of the English 1,rent at least as far as the worst 
of the American publishers. For example, an English publisher, named 
Rotten, pirated one of Mark Twain's books, renamed it ScreaJ.ners and~ 
Openers, and added five ehapters that he composed himself. 3 Louisa I'1ay 
Alcott 1s Little Homen was pirated in England and split into bra parts, 
one called Little Women,and the other Little Wives. This wrecked her 
1 Publisher's 1•Jeekly, XIII, 9 (Har. 2, 1878), p. 21!-6. Quote from 
the Tribune. 
2 The Correspondence of Thomas Carlyle and JW~ph I~Taldo Emerson, 
1 834-1872-.-No editor or author named. Houghton, 1'iiffli'iiC'O:', II, p. 61. 
April 3, 1 844. 
3Letter of Clemens to London Spectator, Sept. 20, 1872. Quoted 
in Publisher's \c'eekly, II, 19 (Nov. 7, 1872), p. 490. 
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1 
sale by Sampson Low, her aut horized English publisher. For a while 
Emerson received some "modest remittances" from England. But the pirates 
took over and s oon the r emittances ceased altogether. 2 The pirates were 
selling reprints of Emer s on' s Es says at tv.m shillings. 3 Habb erton's 
Helen 1 s Babies 1·ras pirated by several publishers. Habberton said t hat 
he received :E)O from England, t h en no more. One English house, t aking 
its mat erial from Americ .9.n magazine installment s, could not wait for 
the l ast chapter, and publ ished Habberton 's wor k vrit hout its ending . 
Another came out with a 118'\•l l ast chapter, v.Jritt en by an Englishman, 
completely changing t he ending .4 There were forty pirated editions of 
Uncle Tom 1 s Cabin in Gr eat n ri tain and its colonies 1ri thin a ye a r after 
its publication in r'\meriea . 5 It v.ras mor e widely translated than any of 
6 
Scott 1 s or Dickens 1 novels. Longfellow 1-vas pirated in Engl and and ro ld 
t here extremely "rell. Routledge, of London, mentioned selling 6000 copies 
of Longfellow's poems in cheap editions from June t o June, 1 884-1885. 7 
Appar en t ly Longfellm.v never got much from his foreign sales, though, on 
one occasion his publisher, 'r icknor & Fields, sold the e arly sheets of 
2Putnam, .££• .£!!:.., p. 106 . 
3correspondence of CB.rlt?e and Emerson, .££· ~·, II, p. 41. 
Carlyle to Emerson, Oct.~, 18\j. 
p. 350. 
~. H. Putnam in Publisher's 1-Jeekl y , XV, 12 (IvJ:arch 22, 1879}, 
\ehmann-Haupt, £e.. cit. , p. 200. 
61'1ott, Hultitudes, op. cit., p. 108 . 
?Publisher's ~~' XXVIII, 25 (Dec. 19, 1 885 ), pp. 942-943. 
Lehmann-Haupt claims t hat Longfellow outsold Tennyson in England . He 
does not, however, give h i s authority for this. Lehmann-Haupt, ,2£• .s!!•, 
p. 210. 
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1 
Miles Standish to an English publisher for tl50. Incidentally, the 
same publishers also received t200 for Hawthorne's Blithedale Romance. 
2 They considered that an unusually generous payment. Hrs. E.D.E.N. 
Southworth became all t he rage in Britain in pirated editions. 3 Susan 
vfa.rner did 1vell among the English and received considerable sums from 
t l,., t .1 th . d dit. t . h f. t Lr_ llere un J. unau onze e • J.ons cu rn on er pro J. • · Henry G. Bohn, 
the English publisher, told of t he rivalry in Britain for Irving . Three 
5 
or four published him. Cooper, Lowell, Holmes, Jl1rs. Prentiss, Dr . Hayo, 
6 
Hiss Phelps, Bayard Taylor, vJ"ere all pirated in Engl and. About 50,000 
copies of Bellamy 1 s Looking Backward were pirated and sold in England 
by the end of February, 1 890. 7 One interesting sidelight to this 
piracy 1vas the sale of ch eap editions of American b ooks in the railroad 
stations in India. There Levr ~vall ace 1 s Fair God and Ben-Hur sold for 
fifteen cents each; Anna Katherine Green's Leavenworth's ~' twelve 
cents; Longfellow 1 s poems for ten cents; Emerson 1 s essays for tv.renty 
cents; Frances H. Burnett's novels for one fifteent h of "Hhat they would 
~~arren S. Tryon and Willirun Charvat, eds., The Cost Books of 
Ticknor and Fields and Their Predecessors, 1832-1858-;-p:-Ii'37. -
2Ibid., PP• 218- 219. 
3Mott, Hultitudes, ~· .£i.!:.•, p. 141. 
4G. H. Putnam in Publisher's Weekly, XV, 12 (Nar. 22; 1879)~ p. 350. 
5 
Henry G. Bohn, .The Question £f. Unreciprocated Foreign Copyright 
in Great Britain, p. iv. 
6Publisher 1s ~kly, XV, 12 (lvrar. 22 , 1879), p. 350. 
7Nm.J York Times, quoted by Publisher's lveekly;, XXXVI , 2 (July 13, 
1889), p. 33. -
bring back home. •'Uncle Remus, n Bret Harte, Mark Twain, were all sold 
1 in cheap editions there. 
George P. Putnam, in 1846, made up the following classification 
2 
of American books pirated in England during the previous five years: 
Theology 68 works Biography 26 works Philology 10 works 
Fiction 66 n History 22 It Science 9 
Travel 52 
" 
Poetry 12 ff Law 9 
Juvenile 56 
" 
Hetaphysics 11 
" Education LJ. It 
In 1853 Putnam i ncluded 750 titles in a schedule of American 
books pirated in England.3 
n 
n 
In piracy, .A.m.erican books were often badly mutilated. The author's 
name was frequently left off his reprinted works . Sometimes the name 
was changed, or the book was published under a different title, or under 
a variety of titles. 
It >vas fairly easy to plagiarize the 1v-ork of Americans in England, 
for the English had so little acquaintance with American literature. 
In 1879, the English publisher, Randolph, i s sued some articles that had 
been sent to him by a fellow-countryman. He thought them fresh and 
original. They turned out later to be the work of Henry 1'\Tard Beecher. 4 
Dr. Irenaeus Prime was once sent a volume bearing the name of an English 
author. He was asked if it was likely to be of interest to Americans. 
Dr. Prime found it to have been plagiarized from himself. 5 
1Publisher 1s Weekly, XXXVII , 8 (Feb. 22 , 1890~ p. 303. 
2 . 3 Putnam, op. cJ.t., p. 54. ~·, P• 398. 
p. 351. 
4G . H. Putnam in Publisher's Weekly, XV, 12 (Mar. 22, 1879), 
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Among the most pernicious examples of p:\racy of .American authors 
was that carried on by the Canadians. For instance, they pirated Hovrells 1 
Aroostook, got out five editions of it and never paid the author a cent.1 
ltJorse than that, they took popular American novels, republished them in 
cheap form, and t hen sold them by mail to American readers at a lower 
price than the American publishers Colud. There was no way to stop it, 
because of the postal treaty, which stated that matter prepared and mailed 
2 in one country nrust be deli vered in the other. Sometimes the Canadians 
s ent reprints of American books to book sellers in the <vestern United 
States, where the books 1von ld undersell the American editions} On one 
such occasion Harper 1 s stopped the sale of Canadian reprints of one of 
its b ooks by suing every man who sold it.L. Somet i mes such books were 
sold in the East. Howells saw a pirated Canadian edition of Life ~ 
5 
the Mi s sissippi on sale in 1Ubany. Publisher's Weekly told of a Canadian 
reprinter v.rho sent out circulars to dealers advertising reprints of one 
of Hark Tvmin 1 s books an d some of l'1rs. Holmes and russ Fleriling . 6 Sc.unuel 
Clemens complained that Canadian publishers would buy advance sheets from 
pressmen and print i ng boys, and thu s get out a. pirated edition be.fore 
the American publisher eould get out the legitimate edition. 7 Not only 
1Letter from Hmvel] s to Clemens, Sept. 9, 1879. Life in Letters 
of "VITilliam Dean Howells, !'11ldred Hov-mlls, ed., I, p. 276.--
- - I 2Publisher's "Heeklyj, XIV, 23 (Dec. 7, 1878), p . 780. 
3Ibid., XIV, 18 (Ndv. 2, 1878), P• 53h. 
LBov.rells to Clemen, Sept . 17, 1879, Lett ers of I~T . D. Howells , 
££. ~. ' p. 277. 
,Ibid. 
6Publisher 1s \-IJeekl , XXII, 2 (July 8, 1 883), P• 33. 
7 Clemens to Charles 1itTebster, J uly 1, 188h, Hark '11-min, ,££• ~·, 
P• 263. 
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did the Canadians steal from _American authors , they even tried to steal 
the market from American pi~ates. At one time Bulwer-Lytton's Pausanias 
was being sold in the Unitef States by three publishers -- Lippincott, 
Harper, and a Canadian.1 
During 1879, ~~lisher 1 s 'I:Jeekly sent out questionnaires to 
various authors, asking the[' among other things, -v1hat they thought they 
had lost because of a l ack of international , copyright . Here are some of 
the answers. 
T. D. 1•Joolsey, Yal e 1 College: h~s International Law was printed 
in England. No money -vms sent him. 
E. C. Stedmal1 : recfived half
3
copyright on only one of his 
books which was published abroad. 
Susan 1-Jarner: cla~ed that her ~' vJide \forld sold 
much better in England than in the United states. The English 
sold a quarter million copies. She said that 10,000 copies 
of Queechy were sold in l a ftingle English railroad station. 
But she got little f or 1.t . - ~ 
Narion Harland: ha~ fou r books published in England. Received 
$100 each for three of them. The fourth was published simul- 5 
taneously by two London 1 firms and the author received nothing. 
i 6 E. P. Roe: got 1:10? each for two books published in England. 
~ublisher's Weekly~ IX, 9 (Feb. 26, 1876), p. 249. 
2
Ibid,, XV, 13 (Mar[ 29, 1879), P• 352. 
3~., P• 353. 
4
Ibid., XV, 13 (Har t 29, 1879 ), p. 397. For a different view 
of Iviiss Harner's profits in England, see above, p. 
5Ibid., XV, 12 (Mar~ 22, 1879), P• 353. 
6 
Ibid., XV, 13 ( Nar. 29 , 1879), P• 396 . 
I 
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S. I. Prime: f our l f his books were printed abroad without 
his pern1islion. One sold about 100,000 copies . For that he got 
only ~~100. I 
Edward Eggleston : got $600 total f or fou r novels. 2 
Donald G. Hi tchell : I one b ook cut up an d published in an English 
magazine under the name I. Harvel. Anothe r altered and put out 
ch e aply , for Hhich the publisher paid him 1:10 . For anot her he received 
a copy of the book f romJ the publ isher and nothing more. He had 
others published , f or lvhich he received nothing .3 
Charles Dudley \•Ta rner: one of his books v-ras published s imul-
taneously in London and! Boston. He got noth ing because 11a che ap 
edition of a book of t he title ~d. partly t h e same matt er destroy ed 
t he mar ket of the geni ume book. 11 
Publisher 1 s WeeklY; ~aid, 
A small honorarium~:£100 at most, is practic elly the limit o:f 
English payment s i n t hi country , ev en f or t he b ooks that sell 
abroad by t he 10, 000 , d. a leading -~eric an author, 1-rhose many 
b ook s are favorit es and widely s elling abroad, stat es t hgt his 
returns from Engl and hare never reached a total of I20o • .J 
One fascinat ing ex ample of English thievery of American ~omrks 
involved Charles Reade -- cr a rles Reade , who was so vocife rou s agai nst 
Jimerica n piracy. Hr s . Frances Hodgson Burnet t was an Englishwoman who 
h ad married an American an~ come to t h e United States to live. She Hrote 
a number of books, t he b es t known today being Little Lord Fauntle roy , 
and copyrighted them in t~s country. Charles Rea de ~atized one of 
Hrs. Burnett's books, That ,Lass 0 1 Lowries, without her permi ssi on. 
He i ntended to publ i sh-.: ldrama~ization in Engl and and P.merica . Some-
how word of t hi s got baek , o her. Dr. Burnet t, writing for his 1-rife, 
protested to Reade. The plaJ'I'rr i ght, i n his r epl y , said t hat actually 
1
Thid. 
2
Ibid.' p. 397. 
3Ibid., XV, 16 
4Ibid. 
( Ap , il 19 , 1879), P• 
Sibid., XIII, 
468. 
9 (Mar. 2, 1 878), p. 246. 
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Hrs. Burnett had no stage 1· ghts to the book, but that he would, never-
theless, pay her something or it, out of his profit. He complained 
of the treatment that he had received in the past from Americans. He 
>ms not inclined to take t + matter lightly. He said• 
The scribblers cmd ~hieves of the nation have never consented 
to share with me, t h ey have ahmys taken every cent, and driven 
I --
me entirely off the _4me~ican stage by means of my own talent and 
labor. 
No egg can be roast d all on one side. I cannot be divinely 
just to American ci tize s in a business 1.vhere they never show me 
one grain of human just~ce or even mercy; and as long as your 
nation is a literary th"ef you must expect occasional reprisals ••• 
1-'Irs. Burnett hersel · replied to him. One might say that she 
bro·ught up the heavy art. ill ry. 
Dear Sir: 
Washington, D. C. 
October 27, 1878 
I have just been re f ding your reply to Dr. Burnett's letter, 
and I see from it that yomehmv a little misundersta...Dding has 
arisen. I did not s e e Dr. Burnett's letter before it was sent, 
but I can scarcely t hi,1c he meant to ask from you what you seem 
to fancy. I am. a young woman and an Englishwoman, but I am not 
young enough to expect nything from my compatriots v1hich the law 
does not demand for me. My 11Lass rr was condescendingly printed 
in England wi th the annfuncement on the front page that it was 
done >vith the nspecial wermission" of the authoress, and I was 
informed of that fact b~ a letter from Messrs Warne and Company, 
nobl:l accompanied b y a ~ift of a yellow-backed copy of the book, 
which I shall ever che "sh sacredly and tenderly as a delicate 
tribute from a generous publisher to a grateful author -- a 
publisher who even Hent to the god-like length of saying that he 
should be glad to give o the Horld any other book I might Hrite 
upon the same terms. A gentleman of the name of Hatton, in con-
junction with another o the name of Matthison, wrote a play, 
founded on the story·, w ich made of Jane LoHrie a big-boned, maudlin 
young woman with a sentimental 'passion for a pretentious prig, of 
Alice Barholm an entran~ing creature >vi th all the engaging j aunti-
ness and abandon of a b rraaid, and also i mproved the other characters 
in the most encourae;ingbmanner. These gentlemen of course paid 
me nothing, but I was n t ycung enough to expect such romantic 
lavishness , and besides! I felt it was only fair that t hey should 
have all they could ma.ke as recompense f or writing such a play. 
If I had written suc:h a[ play I should expect to be remunerated 
handsomely. Hhen I read it I was so moved by -- shall He deal in 
glittering generalit ies! and call them conflicting emotions -- that 
I wrote a long letter t p you , giving you all the permission I 
mmed -- nay, even begging you as an act of generosity to rescue 
the people I am fond of
1 
from dramatic infamy, and make a good play, 
which I knew you could \).o if you took i t in hand. I did not ask 
you to give me arry of t he proceeds of it, I did not think of that 
at all; what I cared for -vms something else. .!tfter I had -vrritten 
the letter I thought th~t perhaps, as the t hing had been spoiled 
already, you would not care for it, and did not send it. I wish 
I had now, because I might have retained an illusion or two. Until 
now I fancied that a map 1 s Right was enough for him, not1,Q thstanding 
other people 1 s Wron§; . But the point is that I wish you to feel 
quite at ease on thE! score of my asking you to share anything of the 
proceeds of your play wi th me. As it is, it would only be a fine 
accentuation of mySE!lf t o demand lvhat other people don't get. 
I have no righte: inl England, notwithstanding I have lived more 
than half my lif e there, but I have rights in ft~erica, and it is 
because you have tried to infringe even on these that I protest. 
I wrote 1'Lassn here, cofyri ghted it here, and it will be played here. 
If anyone attempts to produce another version I shall defend myself 
as I can. You have been badly treated in America, I have no doubt, 
but did an American draratist ever write a pl ay on a book of yours 
and take it to Engl e.nd and have it pl ayed there in the face of a 
version of your own already copyrighted and sold? If it ever Has 
done it ltras pretty hard~ vrasn 't it? I think it vras, and I sympathize 
with you -- and I hope you like my sympathizing l·rith you . 
\•Tith many thanks for your generous offers -- and they are 
generous -- since you hkve so conclusively proved t hat I have no 
rights any:·Jhere 
I remain yours respectfully, 
l Frances Hodgson Burnett 
Thus, from many authors, some publishers, and all advocates of 
international copyright, one gets a gloomy picture of the state of 
ft~erican literature during the nineteenth century. It was said repeatedly 
1PLlblisher 's Weekly, XIV, 18 (Nov. 2, l878),pp. 535-536. 
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that _American writers could make no profit and that American literature 
was withering on the vine. 
It is expedient to examine this situation in two periods -- the 
period before the Civil lt.Jar and the period after. 
In the period befor e the Civil Har American literature, a s a 
whole, was not prosperou.s. Yet there were a number of individuals who 
did well financially in it, >..rho sold Hell 2.nd made a living f rom their 
literary endeavors. It is not t he intention of t his dissertation to 
make an exhaustive survey of the incomes of American authors. That, 
in itself, \<TOUld b e a dissertation topic. The purpose here is to shew 
that it was possible for an American to do profitable v<riting. 
Few American poets could earn a living , either before or after 
the \rJar. But then, poets are not expected to make a living . Tradition-
ally, they are poor, tormented souls, in all times and places. Poe 
lived up to that tradition vmnderfully. Very fe>v others did much better. 
Yet there ~ American poetry, though it 1-ras s a.id, during the COl)yright 
struggle, that American poetry could never develop under the· conditions 
that a ccompanied the lack of international copyright. Longfellm..r was 
one of the most prosperous of our literary men . Charvat calls him the 
1 first American vJ-riter to make a living from poetry. Publisher 1 s ~Teekly 
printed an estimate that, in t his country alone, Longfellow's books sold 
325,550 volumes from 1 839 to 1857, and that, between 1867 and 1881; 
194,000 volumes of his collected works were sold. 2 From 1 845 to 1852 
Longfellow averag ed, from his writings, almost ~~2000 a year, which was 
\rilliam Charvat, ttLongfellow 1 s Income from his \.rri tings, 1840-
1 852 . "~ Papers of the Bibliographical Society of America, Vol. XXXVIII, 
194h, P• 10. 
2Publisher 1s ~kly, XXI, 12 (Mar 25, 1882), p. 291. 
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1 
a good, comfortable income for those days. Charvat concludes his 
article by saying that LongfellovJ 1 s success "suggests that the lack 
of international copyright Has not necessarily an insuperable obstacle 
to the development of .American literat ure. 112 
Serious non-fiction writ ers mi ght be put in t he same categor'"IJ , 
f i nancially, with poets. They are not today, and never were, expected 
to become very prosperm:.s f r om their v-Jritings. Yet despite t hat and 
t he f act t hey "torere f aced mth t he formi dable competit ion of t he English , 
some nineteenth century Americans did fare pretty well. 
Prescott once s aid, 1'VJho 1-Jill give $2.00 a volu111e for Prescott, 
when they can buy Hacau1a.y for 75¢? 1.3 The assumption here, of course, 
is that t he ilr!lerican historian was not likely to compete successfully 
v-rith cheaper books from the highly popular British historian. Prescott's 
words vrere used as an argument by the pro-copyright people. It 1-vas a 
favorite type of argument with them. 
It was generally· accepted that Macaulay did outsell Prescott 
by a considerable amount~ and it was assumed, from this, that Prescott 
received little financial cons i deration for his writings. 
On t his sit uation, one shoul d point out that the dif ference in 
the s ales of the two men could not be l aid entirely to the l ack of inter-
national copyri ght and the difference in prices. Whether one bought 
Prescott or Hacaulay depended to an important extent upon one's int erests. 
1 Charvat, £E.. ci .!:.·, p. 20. 2 I bid., P• 21. 
3Harper, ££• cit. , p. 138. 
4The only figur es that the aut hor of this ili.ssertation could 
find on comparative sale s of Prescott and Macaulay are those on p. 93. 
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It seems reasonable that Americans -.;-vere rn:uch more likely to · be interested 
in English histor-.t than they 1vere in Spanish history. lv'hich vrould sell 
better in America today, a good histo~- of England or a good history 
of Spain? 
It is possible that Prescott's sales might have been improved 
if he had shown more concern 1,Tith making sales. JV!ott says, 
If Prescott's Conquest of Hexico had been published at a low 
price, it would undoubtedlynave made a tremendous hit. But 
its author cared mo r e for the p r aise of English and American 
critics and men of l etters than for the acclairrJ.of the multi-
tude. He Has a man of sound scholarly culture. 
Hovmver that may be, the available figures show that Prescott 
did not go entirely unrewarded for his work. According to Harry Thurston 
Peck, Ferdinand and Isabella sold nearly 18,000 copies up to the time 
2 
of t he author's death. For tbis book Bentley, of London, paid a total 
of :£879, 3 and, in America, Harper 1 s paid him $1.75 a copy . 4 For The 
Conquest £!_ Hexico Longman 1 s offered Prescott :£300 dmm and :£200 more 
after the sale of 1500 copies. Hurray, another Englishman, offered him 
half the profits. However, Prescott preferred Bentley, with whom he 
had previously done business, and that publisher gave him :£650 for the 
1
Hott, }1ultitudes, ~· ~., P• 95. 
2 
Harry Thurston Peck, vJilliam Hickling Prescott, p. 95. 
3
correspondence of 1;Jilliam Hickling Prescott, 1833-1847, Roger 
Walcott, ed. This is t he total of sums mentioned in three letters to 
Thomas Aspimrall -- the letters of Jan. 30, 1843, on p. 330; April 1, 
1843, on p. 3LO; and May 30, 1844,on p. 470. 
4Ibid. Letter to J. L. Stephens, Narch 25, 1843, p. 342. 
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1 book. One reason why the price \-vas not better was that the pirates 
-vrere beginning to discover Prescott. 24,000 copies of Nexico were sold 
2 
by the time of the author 1 s death. Harper 1 s sold 4000 of them in four 
months, 3 and for 5000 copies the~r paid ~P7 500. 4 The author once told 
Edward Everett that he had refused 9~15,000 for that book, in outright 
payment for the copyright . He chose to take royal ties instead. 5 Of 
6 
tbe Conquest of Peru 17,000 "rere sold up to Prescott 1 s death. Bentle;y 
8 . 7 8 paid I: 00 for it and Harper 1s one dollar a cop;>r . Of Philip II, more 
9 
than 8,000 were sold in six months in this counti'1J alone. Prescott 
s aid that he had received ~~17 ,000 for Philip II 11and other 1..;orks" in 
10 
six months, in 1852. 
Admittedly, this is not a clear or complete picture of Prescott's 
financial returns. He had three publishers in the United States --
Harper's, Lippincott, and Phillips, Sampson & Company. It is not possible 
here to give much i dea of -vrhat he got from each. Phillips, Sampson & 
1~., letter from Col. Thomas Aspim·rall, June 19, 18Lf3, p. 371. 
2 
Peck, op. cit., P• 95. 
3 Prescott's Correspondence, op. ~., letter to Frederick Cather-
wood, April 30, 1844, p. 462. 
4Harper, op. cit., p. 138 • 
5 Prescott's Correspondence, 
10, 1843, P• 350. 
op. ~·, letter to Edward Everett, 
April 
6 
Peck, op. cit., p. 95. 7Ibid., p. 85. 
8
Ibid., P• 84. 
0 
/~., p. 116. 
10 
Ibid., P• 117. 
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Company gave him fifty cents per volume for one of his ·Horks . 1 But which 
one, and hovl many Here sold, is not known. Lippincott, for his chief 
works , gave Prescott a b onus of $5000 to ~6000 per annum. 2 TI1ere is 
no indication of how long this went on. '\rJhat Harper 1 s paid him in all 
and what the English publishers contributed in total is also not known. 3 
The only value that the f i gures above pretend to is that they shm,r that 
Prescott did get substantial returns on his v:rorks. 
Washington Irv:i_r:·g sold 't'rell both here and in Engl and. And he 
appears to have been financially successful. George P . Putnam claimed 
that he had pai d Irving ~~ 20 ,000 for four y ear's sales. 4 He s aid t hat 
5 
The Life of liJashington s ol d 1,000 copies, 1.vhich could not have been 
very profitable . For Columbus the author received 1:3000 from England, 
but for his Washington he got only :£50 from the same source, because 
6 
of piracy. Carey and Lea offe red Irving ~~4000 for the right to print 
1 . Publ1sher 1s Weekly, XXIX, 2 (Jan. 9, 1886~p . 49. Obituary of 
J. B. Lippincott. 
2 . I b1d. 
3Henry c. Carey clai1ned that the Harpers paid Notley and Prescott, 
or their heirs, about ~~50 ,000 each on the copyright for their work s. 
Carey got his information from "a daily journal. n H. C. Carey, ~ Inter-
national Copyright Question Considered, footnote, pp. 5-6. This figure 
could not be authenticated. 
~etter from Putnam to Nathaniel Hawthorne, Feb. 10, 1853. G. K. 
Putnam, .91?.• cit ., p. 216. 
· 
5Putnam, op. cit., P• 24.5. 
6a. H. Putnam, Chap. IV, "Irving , 11 Cambridge History, op. cit., 
I, p. 252. 
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5000 copies of Astoria.1 James Parton, in his article on international 
copyright, written in 1 n67, makes much of the case of Motley. Parton 
estimated t hat it cost Hatley ~? 2L!,OOO to 1-Tri te his History of ~ Dutch 
Republic, and implied that t he author might never get his money back . 
However, in 1877, Harper's We ekly stated that Hatley had been paid 
,, 
~~60,000 by the Harpers . '-
Certain particular non-fiction works of the pre-~Tar period 
showed that, v-rhen Americans t-Jrote something that the public liked, there 
wa s a good market for them. Ingr aham 1 s The Prince £! ~ House .£!: David 
was a best seller in 18:;5; 3 Headley 1 s 
in 1 846, had fifty editions by 1 861; 4 
Napoleon and His Marshalls , published 
Sparks 1 Lif e of "Jashington had 
. 5 
t1-Jenty-four editions in its f1rst decade; Dana 1s Tvro Ye ars Before the Hast 
sold 1r1ell but did not bring its author much money because he sold his 
copyright for ~~ 250 . However, Dana received a larger sum in England, 
6 from Noxon. Dr. E. K. Kane , who published a book on Arctic exploration 
in 1856 , received ~665 , 000 royalties for the first year. 7 A >·mrk by 
u 8 
Professor Anthon brought. him $100,000 from Harper's . From the Ne1r1 ~ 
1 Let.t.er to Irving , Bradsher, ~· cit., p. 90 . 
2Publisher 1s Heekly, XII , 1 (July 7, 1 877), p. 8. 
3Hott, l•1ul titudes, 21?.· .£:h!:.•, P • 94. 
5Ibid. 
7ob e rholtzer, op . cit ., p. 371. 
hibid., p. 96 . 
6 . ~., P • 101. 
8Publisher 1 s Weekly , XII, 1 (July 7, 1877), p . 8. 
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1 
Ledger Edward Everett was paid ~~10,000 for an article a week for a year. 
Little, Bro>m & Company paid a copyright of about $40,000 for Daniel 
2 Webster's speeches • 
.Among the novelists, serious or other>vi s e, there 1-rere few 
.Americans i-rho could make a living on their writing alone. But there 
were some. Cooper was one. He earned enough by 1826 to take his family 
to Europe.3 In December, 1831, Cooper wrote his sister-in-law that his 
income for the y ear would be nearly $ 20,000 and that he expected to 
return to America in a fe>v years uith a "comfortable independence. tr 
But he never did become f inancially independent.4 Yet he did mruce a 
living , and a fairly conuortable one. 
One hardly needE; to mention the success of Harriet Beecher Stm-<e. 
Susan Trlarner 1 s \rTide, 1--Jide 1r.Jorld Has one of the best sellers of the nine-
teenth century. The book , published in 1851, brought in $4500 in its 
f irst six months,5 and, by 1 889, had sold about 450,000 copies. 6 Miss 
l'iarner died in 1 885. Hrs. E.D.E. N. Southvmrth trfor more than sixty yea.rs 
••• h ad a "1-lide follmdng . 'i~Jhen she died in 1 889 her books were still 
\rott, Magazines, 1850-1865, ~· .£!:_., p. 24 • .And Derby, .£12.• cit. 
p. 203. 
2 
Derby, 2E.• .£!:.•, p. 673. 
3James Grossman, James Fenimore Cooper, p. 49. 
4~.' pp. 150·-157 • 
5Letter from G. P. Putnam to Nathaniel Havrthorne, Feb. 10, 1853, 
G. H. Putna.'11 , op . cit., p. 216. 
6Publisher 1 s ~ekly, XXXVI, 1 (July 6, 1 889), p. 11. 
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1 
selling in great number:::. n For a while, T. B. Peterson -vras paying her 
royalties of $6000 per year . 2 Thompson's Green :Hountain Boys sold fifty 
editions between its publication in 1839 and 186o.3 Hontgomery 1s ~ 
.£!~ \<Toads went into t>·mnty-five editions . 4 
As to playwrights, there never -vrere any in the nineteenth 
centUI"'J who could come even close to maldng a living. Boker, Americ a's 
best dramatist of the century, ea rned no more than a total of $1500 
5 
for five plays produced between 1849 and 1856. After the Civil ·Jar 
there w-ere a few succes:::ful plays , but no really successful playwrights. 
The best explanation for this doleful situation seems to be that the 
Americans could not compete with the great stream of English and E,U.ropean 
plays that flmved into this country in pirated editions. 6 If there m d 
been plays of equal quality produced in this country they would have 
sold. But there Here not. 
Over and over again a person studying /\merican literature in 
the nineteenth century runs into the a.rgument that it was the cheapness 
of British books in this count1~ that kept Americans from reading native 
works . Hm.;ever, this argument that book-price detenained American tastes 
in literature does not stand up under close examination. 
One who rejects this argwnent is Warren S. Tryon. He believes 
that this matter of British authors consistently outselling .Amer"lcans 
became a matter the.t touched national pride . ,'\merican patriotism demanded 
1 
Hot t, Hultitude~, op. ~., p. 1~. 2 . 
2
Publisher 1s ~kly, XXXIX, 2 (Jan. 10, 1891), p. ?8. 
3
Mott, Multitude~, op. ~., p. 93 . 4Ibid. 
5
spiller, et. ~., Literary History ~~ United States, p. 239. 
6gradsher, op. ~~·, p . 110. 
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an excuse. It could not be that the British authors 1irere more readable 
than the fl.mericans. It had to be a matter of p rice.1 
Common sense and an ordinary understanding of human nature does 
not support the price argument of the pro-copyright people. It is true 
that, in the field of cheap and sensational literature, where the name 
of the author does not count, people might shop for books, to some extent, 
according to price. But a person vJho has any literary taste at all, 
or one -vrho simply has some idea of what he vrants in the way of litera-
ture, is not going to btLy a ten cent novel just because it is che aper 
than a twenty-five cent edi tion. If you have A, an obviously superior 
American author, and B, a clearl y i nferior British author, and A's b ooks 
sell at fifty cents while B 1 s b ooks sell at ten cents , is a person who 
is at all discriminating going to buy B rather than A, to s ave forty 
cents? If A and B are of about equal merit, one mi ght expect more r egard 
on the part of the buyer for price. Yet people usue.lly have definite 
preferences as to li tera.ture , and are vrilling to pay something more to 
get just what they want. Actually the difference in cost behJeen a 
decently print ed British reprint and a good, but cheap American-1~itten 
book vias not usually great. 
Tryon ha s made an interesting comparison of the sales in this 
country of Longfellow an d Tennyson. The two poets were contemporaries 
and are generally accepted as being about equal i n the quality and appeal 
of their poetry. 
\r. S. Tryon, "N-at i onalism and International Copyri ght : Tennyson 
and Longfello-vr in America. 11 Americ an Literature, XXIV . {1952), p. 301. 
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In approximately the first thirty years in Hhich the two 
poets w·ere marketin§; their literary >·Tares in America, and 
including all the various poetical works of the two authors, 
whether in collected or s eparate formats, the sales of Tennyson 
amounted to 400,770 copies; of Longfellm.r, 37LJ, 786 copies. Thus 
out of three-fourths of a million copies the two poets sold, the 
excess in sales of Tennyson over Longfellow amounted to less than 
26,000 copies. It might be added that in amounts spent f or these 
books by .American purchasers more money went over the counter 
for Longfellow than for Tennyson. .Americans spent for their 
Longfellows $960,000, for their Tennysons, $600,000. The slightly 
higher retail price asked for an American copyrighted vmrk over 
an English non-copyrighted reprint fppears not to have curtailed 
the sales of the native production. 
Ticknor and Fields, in an edition of Tennyson's collected poems, 
published in 1854, advertised the poetical •·mrks of Longfellow at 
~~ 2 . 00 and the collected works of Tennyson at ~~1.50. A volume of 
Evangeline retailed at seventy-five c ents, ,,rhile a volume of In Memoriam 
cost fifty cents. 
One of the most important publishing enterprises in the country 
was the publication of textbooks. Our schools used American •rri tten 
textbooks almost exclusi vely. Publisher's l•Teekly boasted in 1889 that 
American textbooks were as cheap as those of any countrJ , and as 1.rell 
made and effective. 2 I t was a big business with small profits . 3 About 
one hu.."YJ.dred houses in the country published textbooks, and about ten of 
those did a really big business.4 Of those, the biggest were Ivison, 
Blakeman & Company; A. S. Barnes & Company, Harper & Brothers; and D. 
Appleton & Company, all of New York; and Van .Antvlerp , Bragg & Company 
1 . Ib1d. , pp. 308·-309. 
2Publisher 1 s V.Te •3kly, 
3Ibid., p . 46 . 
XXXVI, 3 (July 20, 1889), P• 45. 
hibid. 
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1 
of Cincinnati. Some of the textbooks sold tremendous amounts . 
\vebster 's Speller, by 1EI60, may have had something like thirty 
million sales, according to Hott. It did have thirty-five million 
2 
from 18)5 to 1890, 1vhen Appl eton's had :Lt. Peter Parley 's Geog-
raphy s ol d tHo million. Smith's Grannnar sold 11several million" and 
Sander 1 s Reader sold thirteen million by 1860 and two million a 
year throughout the 1860's. McGuffey's Readers sold a total of something 
like 122 million.3 Yet it appears that textbook writers Here not, 
on the vrhole, Hell paid.. Hott says that Goodrich, who wrote Peter 
Parley's Geography, received only ~~300 for it, 4 and that McGuffey 
s 
got 1~1000 and an annuity for his Readers . Ticknor and Fields paid 
a royalty of one cent, eight mills to their leading textbook writer 
of the 1 840 1 s and 1 8)0 1 s . His ncune was Josiah F . Bumstead, and he 
vJTote two readers, for vfhich, over a period of thirteen years, he re-
.. r' r:' 6 
ceived a total of :t,s2, 2:;>0.0:;>. It is to be hoped that he hBd some other 
way of making a li v-:Lng. 
The .follo-,ring table indicates the importance of the textbook 
industry, as compared wl t h other t yp es of b ooks: 
1 . ~., XXXVI, 14 ( Oct. S, 1889)_, p. )13 . 
2Hott, Multitudes, ~· .£!!:.., p . 299 
3Ibid., p. 300. All of these figures are from that source . 
4Th· ' 299 ~·' P• 
)Ibid.' p. 300 
6 
Try·on & Charva.t, ~ ~' .9.E. cit., passim. 
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TABLE 3 
VALUE OF BOOKS ~ANUFACTURED IN THE UNITED STATES, 1820-1850.1 
1820 1830 1840 1850 
School books $750,000 $1,100,000 $2,000,000 $5,500,000 
Classical Books 250,000 350,000 55o,ooo 1,000,000 
Law Books 200,000 300,000 400,000 700,000 
Theological Books 150,000 250,000 300,000 500,000 
Medical Books 150,000 200,000 250,000 4oo,ooo 
Others 1,ooo, ooo 1,300,000 2,000,000 4,400,000 
In trying to explain the sad situation of American 1vri ters in 
the nineteenth century, t hese are words of wisdom: 
It must be remembered that authorship, save in exceptional 
cases, is an ill-paid vocation, and that complaints ••• are to 
be met in all periods and countries •••• Certainly, not all of 
the troubles of Ameri can authorship can be blamed upon the lack 
of int ernational copyright.2 
The rise of an American literature in the middle of the nine-
teenth century has been dealt with previously in this dissertation. 
Goodrich 1 s figures, cited in Chapter II, 3 shov1 the increasing im-
portance of American ~·rri t.ten books in mid-century. However, these 
estimates have to do vdth all types of books, including textbooks and 
others which could not be called literature. Goodrich treated some-
what more specifically wi t h literature in another estimate in which 
he claimed that in 1856 the popular reading of the masses was three-
1composed from fi gures given by Goodrich, op. ~., II, 
PP • 380-387. 
2Mott, Magazines, 1865-1885, op. cit., p. 16. 
3Above, pJI8. 
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fourths .American 'iTri tten, and that three fourths of the authors of new 
1 
novels and romances published in America 1-vere Americans. Hm·mver, 
though his figures have b een accepted by modern authorities, 2 they 
seem somm~hat over optimistic. 
A later set of figures, from another sou rce, indicate either 
that Goodrich 1 s trend tmvards t he Americans slowed down or that he 
3 
exaggerated. 
Total number of new books published in England: 
Total number of books copyrighted in the United States: 
1884 
4307 
9555 
1885 
398L,. 
9986 
These figures, again, include much that could not be classified 
as literature. The very prolific .American textbook industry, for 
example, would account for some of the American advantage. 
More significant, probably, is what Richard Henry Dana said in 
1891, on the eve of the adoption of international copyright. In an 
editorial in the ~ Yorl< Sun of February 13, 1891, he said that half 
of the fiction read in the United States at that time i<ras Junerican 
written and the other half British, and that the p roduction of domestic 
fiction \vent on at a rapid rate lvithout the stimulus of international 
copyright.4 
1 ~., P• 388. 2 By Spiller, Lehmann-Haupt, and Mott. 
3Publisher 1 s ~::ly, XXXI, 5 (Jan. 1, 1887), p. 198. 
L(This is taken from a speech b;;r Senator Vance of North Carolina in 
Congress, Feb. 13, 1891. Congressional Record, 51st Congress, 2nd Session, 
Vol. XXII, Part III, p. :~615. The events after copyright vJas adopted 
seem to bear out Dana, in that International copyright b rought no great 
change in the lite ra!"J situation in this country. His estimate of U.S. 
vs. British fiction is .fairly well confirmed by Table 3, p. 95. 
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Yet there were those who insisted that the conditions of 
American authors remained very poor right up to the adoption of 
international copyright. Sheehan, a modern authority, says t hat the 
1 
British continued to dominate the .Americ an market to 1891. Kilgour, 
another modern, claims that . in 1872 cheaper English books were driv-
ing American books off the market . He s ays that in 1865 importations 
from abroad amounted to ~? 289 ,310. In 1871 they were slightly less 
than t 1,ro million. 2 In 1887, Henry Holt asked where "ivere the successors 
to Irving and Hawthorne, Hatley and LongfelloH, Bryant and :Emerson to 
be found? The l ack of international copyright was keepi ng the young 
authors dovm. The sales of ft~eri.c an authors had fallen off about two-
thirds.3 A survey made by Charles H. Sergel in The Critic for August 
27, 1887, adds to the gloom. Hr. Sergel surveyed the s ales of a "\orhol e -
sale bookstore whose trade extended over the northern half of the 
Hi ssissippi Valley . He compiled figures for the past five years , gave 
the most popular author a rating of 1000 and figured all the other sales 
on the basis of that. He did not include the chea.p library sales. Only 
tvm categories of literature "i-Jere listed . 4 
P• 2)1. 
1sheeh~, ££.• ill_. , p. 99 • 
2lr "l >l gaur, op. cit ., p. 110. 
3Publisher 1s tfeekl z, XXXII , 23 (Dec. 3, 1887),. p. 886 . 
4Quoted by Publisher's 1-Jeekl y , XXXII, 10 ( Sept. 3, 1887), 
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POETRY HISTORY 
American British American British 
Longfellow 335 Tennyson 272 Prescott 35 Haca.ulay 155 
Whittier 139 Br yon 117 Bancroft 29 Gibbon 96 
Bryant 28 Scott llh Hot ley 7 Hume h2 
Harte 22 Burns 103 Parlanan 2 Rawlinson 12 
Emerson 15 Hoare 97 l"1cHaster 2 Green 10 
Lowell 13 E. Br owning 75 Carlyle 9 
Holmes 10 Ingelow 53 
Aldrich 8 WordsHorth 27 
be. 
Dana Estes said in 1886: 
For t wo years past, though I belong to a publishing house that 
emits ne arly one million dollars worth of b ooks per year, I have 
absolutely refused to entertain the idea of publishing an American 
manuscript. I have returned many score, if not hundreds, of manu-
scripts of American authors, unopened even, s~nply fron1 the fact 
that it is impossible to make t he books of most American authors 
pay, unless they are first published and acquire some recognition 
through the columns of magazines. 1,1fere it not for that one saving 
opportunity of t he great .American magazines 1-rhich are nm-v the 
leading ones of the world and have an international reputation and 
circulation! .America.n authorship would be at a still lo-vrer ebb than 
at present. 
At about the san_e t:L-ne Henry Holt told a Congressional Corn.mittee : 
The effect of t his state of affairs /the lack of international 
copyright! on the opportunities of American authors to get into print 
is very disastrous. I have unused manuscripts in my safe and have 
l ately sent back manuscripts which ought to have been published, but 
I ~v-as afraid to undertake the publication; the market would not sup-
port t hem. I lately published, I think, the most important American 
work of fiction lvi th a single exception that I ever published. The 
critics received it 1-rith praise. I had to 1·rrite t he author the 
other day that it had been a finarc.cial f ailure. She is a poor girl 
of great talent . Her old paren~s are living, and she has to support 
them and an old family servant. 
This tear- jerker makes the situation about as dismal as it could 
l 
Senate Reports, 49th Congress , lst Session, Vol . 7, Report No . 
1188, P· 53. 
2Speech of Hon. t•Tilliam E. Simonds of Connecticut in the House 
of Representativ;s,p. 6. - - -
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From that it appears that American literature was fading and 
dying a:r:,ra.y in the period after the Civil Har. But one should not 
accept the evidence of those ~fho were ..rorking for international copy-
right -v,rithout some questioning . In consideration of this seemingly 
sorry state of American literature in the '70's and '80's, it mi ght 
be interesting to look through Hott 's list of best and ''better" sellers 
for those hro decades in ll.merica, and determine >·Jhat authors were 
doing well in this period, and .v·hen their first books v-1ere published, so 
that one may knoH Hho, i f anyone, was getting his start during that 
time. Table 4, on the next page, gives tha.t information.1 
If this table proves nothing else, it does prove that il.merican 
literature was not being driven out of existence in the 1870's and 
1880 1 s. It proves tha.t there 1..rere, in fact, quite a number of young 
American vTriters getting their start in that era. 
To complete the picture, it should be worth while to look at 
some of the individual successes of the time • 
.Among the noveli sts, tvm "t-Jhose -vJritings -v1ere outstandingly profit-
able were Hark Tlfain and \.Villiam Dean IIo-vmlls. The latter ahmys sold 
Hell and his Hodern Inst~ and Silas Lapham -.,rere both best sellers 
in the 1880 1 s. 2 H01.vells Has said to receive ~~5000 for any serial printed 
in Century Hagazine. 3 So was Henry James. Nark Tv1ain, v-ri th his fiction, 
1 The names in this list come from Jvlott, Hultitudes, ~· cit., 
pp. 3 22-323 and 309-311. The dates are from American Authors , lb00-1900, 
eds. Stanley J. Kunitz a.nd Ho-vmrd Hay craft. Some of tbe dates could not 
be found. 
2 Hott, Nultitudes, op. cit., p . 323. 
3Publisher 1s I:Jeekly, XXIX, 11 (Harch 13, 1 886 ), p. 361. 
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TABLE 3 
BEST SELLERS AND ''BETTEH" SELLERS TN THE UNI TED STATES DURING THE 1870 1s 
.AJI.JD 1880 1 s t1)"ITH THE DATE AT 1rJHICH THE .AJVIERICANS FIRST BROKE INTO PRINT. 
American Forei gn 
Br et Harte 1867 E. Fitzger ald 
L. H. Alcott 1863 c. Reade 
E. Eggleston . 1871 J . Verne 
E. P. Roe 1872 R. D. Bl ackmore 
J. Habberton 1876 J . R. Gr een 
T. L. Hai nes E. Zola 
L. i:J. Yaggy G. Flaubert 
Har k Twain 1867 L. Hal evy 
A. K. Green J . Spyri 
Henry Geor ge 1871 R. 1 . Stevenson 
J . C. Harris 1880 H. R. Haggard 
l1 . Sidney 1881 L. Tol stoi 
Lew Wal lace 1873 H. Carelli 
J . \rJ. Riley 1883 H. Caine 
H. \i. Smith Mrs . H. irJard 
F. H. Burnett 1872 G. de Haupassant 
E. Bel lamy 1880 B. Disr ael i 
A. c. Gunter 1872 'ti . Col l i ns 
H. Al ger 1856 c. Dickens 
J . T. TroHbridge 1853 s. Smiles 
1JJ. c. Bryant 18o8 E. Jenkins 
\·J . H. Seward \-J . Bl ack 
Wi ll Carl ton 1871 J. For ster 
J . G. Holland 1855 George El iot 
A. E. Young F. G. P. Gui zot 
A. 1/\[. Tour gee 1879 r1rs . Hemans 
s. P. Gr eene A. Trollope 
F. M. CraHford 1882 F. H. Farr ar 
1:·! . D. Hmv-ells 1869 T. Hardy 
E. I:J . 1rJilcox 1872 J. HcCarthy 
G. "[r,J . Peck 1871 H. H. Stanl ey 
H. H. Jackson 1866 Gui da 
J . Hay 1871 R. Broughton 
J . Str ong H. Commy 
A. E. Barr 1872 1'1 . G. Tuttiet 
Uri ah Smith R. Ki pling 
N. Holley 1873 E. Lyal l 
P. Cox 1874 
M. Del and 
A. Rives 
c. Reid. 
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non-fiction, and very profitable lecturing , earned enough so that he 
Has able to live very comfortably and still squander a fortune or two 
on his ~dld ideas. For a significant smaple of his income, one might 
notice that, a round 1887 , he was receiving $ )000 a year in royalties 
from Ghatta and Windus, English publishers.1 Other s amples of money 
earned by American novelist s include ~~)000 to F . Harlan Crawford for 
Mr . Isaacs; 
2 
the :ji)OOO Cable earned for each of his magazine serials; 3 
Nal"J Jane Holmes 1 N.~OOO t o $6000 each for serials in the New York ~·Jeekly; ~-
Henry \<la rd Beecher 1 s ~f,30 ,000 for Non-wad, from Bonner of t he New York 
5 Ledger; Frank Stockton 1 s ~~)000 for a novel from the magazine Once a 
6 
~; the great success of Gunter's 1'1r. Barnes of New York. 7 Edward 
Bellamy 's Looking Bacla-Jard, published in 1888, had sold 301,000 copies 
8 
by January, 1 890. Le>v "tJallace 's Fair God sold 1)0,000 in his lifetime 
and his Ben-Hur sold 290,000 in its first eight years. 9 Habberton 's 
l Quoted from Pal~ Mall, Publisher's 1oieekly, X.XXI , 14 ( April 2, 
1 887), P• 492. 
2Publisher 1s '\.oJeekly, XXIX, ll (r'1ar. 13, l886),p. 361. 
3Mott, Magazines, 1 865-1885 , ££· ~., p. 16. 
4Ibid. 
5 
Derby, op . ~·, p . 203. 
6Publisher's Weekl y , XXXV, l (Jan. 5, l889),p. 9. 
7Hott, Nultitudes,, op. cit., p. 142. 
8 
Publisher 's l'Jeekly, X.,'\XVII, 8 (Feb. 22, 90), p. 303. 
9 
Matt, Mul titudes, ££· cit., p. 173. 
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Helen's Dabies, publish(3d by Pe·t.erson Brothers in 1875, had sold over 
1 
200,000 copies by 1887. Helen Hunt Jackson evidently found 1.vri ting 
p rofitable. When she died in 1886 she left an estate of :1~12, 642 . 51, 
apparently chiefly accurrmlated through her 1-vri tings, and 1.vas still 
oHed ~r, 2 ,119.75 in royalt.ies. 2 
As f or purveyors of trash -- one would have to go far and look 
long t o find two r1or e p rosperous than Horatio 1Hger and Ned Buntline. 
The l atter liras r eceiving ~~ 20,000 a year for his s e rials from Street and 
Smith) 
}1any of the chi1dren 1 s b ooks brought their authors a fine 
p rofit. Harris 's Uncle Remus, Hargaret Sidney's Five Little Peppers, 
Mrs. Burnett's Little~ Fauntleroy were all spectacular successes.4 
Louisa l•iay Alcott earned. something like ~~ 200 ,000 v-rith her books.5 Harlan 
P. Halsey , V>rho called himself nsleuth," made about ~~15,000 per year w.i th 
6 
his boy 's b ooks. 
There were non-fiction writers liTho COll~d write profitably, in 
the post-War period. Grant and Blaine cannot be counted among the pro-
fessional vJriters, of cou rse, and probabl y do not p rove much toward 
l . Publlsher's \rJeekly, XXXI, h (Jan. 22 , 1 887) p. 83 . 
2Ibid., XXXI, 5 (Jan. 29 , 1 887)_,p. 200 . 
3 
Mott, Hagazines, 1865-1885, op. ~., p. 16. 
4Hott, Multitude :~, .£:£· cit., pp. 162-163. 
50berholtzer, .£:2• cit., p. 213 . 
6 
Publisher 's Weekly, XXXVII , 24 (June 14, 1890)_,p. 798. 
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advancing the thesis nmv under consideration , though the fonner earned 
about ~f,)OO,OOO by his book, 1 and the latter an estimated ~~131, 2.50 by 
. 2 hJ.s. Henry \.-Jard Beecher, who 1-vas a p rofessional writer, among other 
things, received a firs t payment of $)000 from C. L. 1:Jebster & Company 
for his Life of Christ. 3 Henry George 1 s Progress ~ Poverty was 11a 
L~ 
success from the start . " American humorists did •·mll. Carleton's 
sold 40 , 000 copies of Artemus~'~ Book; Josh Billings' Fanner's 
Alminax sold 130,000 copies 11to t he great profit of both author al"ld pub-
lisher. 11.5 
~~1 of the above is designed to prove that hnericans would sell 
Hell >men they turned out something that t he public liked. 
Naturally, American authors hoped to get an income from their 
s ales overseas as Nell as at home . During most of the nineteenth 
centu ry it 1-Jas possible for llrnericans to get copyright in England, if 
they went to the trouble to do so. Until 1 842 British law required 
residence in England to get a book copyrighted. But it did not need 
to be more than a temporary residence. Noah ·Hebster spoke of going to 
6 
England to publ:i,sh one of his books in 1813. (Hm-v he planned to do 
111ott, Hultitudes , ~· ~·, P• 1.57. 
(Oct. 
2The Washington Hatchet, quoted by Publisher 's Weekly, XXX, 18 
JO,-rE86) p . 19. 
3Publisher's Weekly, XXXI, 14 ~April 2, 1 887),p. 491. 
L}Iott, Hultitudes , op. cit ., P• 167 • 
.5Both of these items from Publisher's We ekly, XXIX, 20 (Nay 1.5, 
1 886), p . 62L~. 
6 Letter to John Jay, May 19, 1 813, Letters of Webster, op . cit., 
p. 33.5 . 
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that with a war going on between England and t he United St ates does 
not concern this paper.) In 1 826 he tried to publish his dictionar,v 
in Engl and. He hoped to import the English edition into this country 
and p e rsuaded Daniel 'tvebster to push a special act through Congress 
by iiThich t he dictionary' would be allo1-red into the United States duty-
free. The whole scheme failed, however., because no EnglishJaan would 
publish it.1 Spiller s ays that American literature really began Hhen 
Irving had his Sketch~ published in England in 1 819 and thus re-
. 2 
cei ved an income on i t f rom both sides of the Atlantlc. lJhile Cooper 
was in England he had his books published simultaneously in that 
country and in the United States. 3 
In 1842 England changed her copyright l aws. There 1-vas much 
controversy as to what the new laws meant until they were some>-vhat 
clarified by two court decisions, one in the case of Jeffreys !• Boosey, 
in 1854, and another in the case of Low !• Routledge, i n 1868. By this 
act and its interpretations residence was no longer a requirement for 
copyright. One could get a copyright merely by publishing in England 
first or simultaneously tri th publication elsewhere. Such copyright gave 
protection throughout the British Empire. A large number of Americans 
t ook advaiJ.tage of this and published many of their books first in England • 
.Among them v-rere Holmes, Hawthorne, l'-1ark Twain, Bret Harte, Henry James, 
1 Letter to Daniel 1<Jebster, Sept. 30, 1 836. Ibid,, pp. hl7-hl8. 
Al so Harry R. V.Tarfel, Noah 1-Jebster, Schoolmaster to Alilerica, p. 358. 
2Spiller, ~· ci~., p. 236. 
JMott, Iviultitude~~ , op. ~., p. 75. 
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Longfellow, Lowell, Joaquin Hiller, l1elville , Harriet Beecher Stowe, 
1 
and \•lhi ttier. Louisa Hay • .ncott resided in England for a while and 
had Old-Fashioned Girl and Little Men copyrighted there. 2 James 
Field took proof sheets of Walden to England in 18.54, to get that book 
copyrighted there.3 
It was said that a 1-vri ter could obt ain copyright in l'::rtgl and 
if he registered his book in the Libraire Nationale in Paris. This 
was possible because of the copyright agreements betHeen Engl and and 
Fr ance. 4 But it does not appear that many Americans bothered to do 
that. There vJere easier ways. 
Many Americans obtained copyright in England and the Empire 
through Canada. Until 187.5 British copyright law applied to Canada. 
A temporary residence i n Canada "tfould . give one copyright there and in 
the entire Empire, including lli1gland itself. Eventuru_ly, however, the 
Canadians became tired of giving Americans copyright while America 
refus ed to reciprocate. Therefore, in 187.5, the Canadians passed a 
law of their own v-rhich required that, to get copyright in Canada, one 
must be "domiciled" there. This confused Americans thoroughly, and 
1 
I. R. Brussel, .Anglo-American First Editions --~ Two: ~'lest 
to East, 1786-1930, passj~. 
2Publisher's Weekly, II, 19 (Nov. 7, 1872), p . h90 . Jilso Kilgour, 
op . ~·, p. 291. 
3Tryon & Charvat, Cost Books, op. cit., p. 289. Fields wrote 
Thoreau , June 10, 18.5!,, IIJn-order to secure Copt (sic) in Engl and, the 
book must be published t here as soon as here, and at least 12 copies 
published and offered fo r sale. 1t 
4Publisher 1 s \~eekly, IX, 9 (Feb. 26 , 1876)!1 p. 22.5. 
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they were some time in discovering tha t 11domicile 11 meant a p ermanent 
· residence there. In 1881 I'1ark Twain went to Montreal and stayed there 
for two 1-reelcs, hoping t hus to get Canadian copyright and British at 
the same time f or The Prince and t he Pauper. To his chagrin and the 
surprise of many . .l\mericans (Publisher's Heekl y , for example) he could 
not i n that -r;Jay ~et copyright in Canada . \tJhat he did get f or his trouble 
e-ras t his: he had copyr~_ght throughout t he British Empire and in England 
itself, but he did not have Canadian copyri~ht. 'fhi s is a lit tle con-
f1.1.s i ng , and it is no vmnder that t he great American humorist s ai d that 
no one could understand t he Canadian copyri ght l aws.1 As a result of 
his action }1ark Twain was protected agai n t3t any Canadian reprint being 
made of hi s Nor lc . Yet it uould have b een pos sible f or an _American cop~r-
righted ''ror k of his to be i mported into Canada, i f t he 12t % duty were 
paid . 2 In fac t , The Prince and t h e Pauper was rep rinted in t he vmstern 
3 United St ates and imported i nto Canada. 
It was still convenient for an .American to go to Canada to get 
copyright in F:ngl and. Hov.rells 4 , Henry 1>Yard Beecher, Hrs . Stm·m, and 
Fr ances Hodgson Burnett all did that.5 
P • 884. 
1 (Dec. 1 881), p. 885. ~., XX, 27 31, 
2
Ibid.' XX, 26 (Dec. 24, 1 881), p . 86 8 and XX , 27 (Dec . 31, 1 881)_, 
3Ibid.' XXIII, 11 (Feb . 17, 1 883), p . 316. 
~-Howells, .?E.• ci !:_., letter t o his f at her, Hay 11, 1 879, p . 268. 
~\=>ublisher•s v-Jeekly, XXIII, Il (Feb. 17, 1 883),p. 316 . 
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CHAPI'ER V 
THE FIGHT FOR INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT TO 1865 
The fight for international copyright started in 1837. From 
that time until the Civil 1-J'ar it was weak and unpromising, carried on 
sporadically in Congress and the State Department by authors and some 
publishers. One politician, Henry Clay, showed real enthusiasm for it 
over a period of about j~ve years. But he had many other things on his 
mind and, after 1842, seems to have lost interest. His published corres-
pondence mentions it only once, and his biographers do not mention it 
at all. Charles Dickens succeeded in stirring up some excitement over 
the cause. But his vis:l.t in 1842, and its unpleasant aftermath (~tin 
Chuzzle1~t and American Notes), probably aroused as much antagonism as 
support. The authors of the day pretty unanimously endorsed it. But 
they were handicapped by their traditions and the circumstances, and were 
unable to carry on the sort of fight needed. .Among the publishers, only 
George P. Putnam seemed to be really ardent for international copyright. 
Most publishers did not want it. The politicians were absorbed in the 
sectional contest. They had no time to spare for questions like copyright. 
Before 1837 there seems to have been no real demand at all for 
international copyright. One reason for this, obviously, is that there 
was very little American literature to protect before that time. Noah 
1-J'ebster, who 1-rorked so hard for domestic copyright, shov.red no signs of 
ever having given a thought to international copyright. Neither Irving 
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nor Cooper seem to have worried about it before 1837. As for others who 
might have acted on it, the nation's publishers -- what there were of 
them before 1837 -- were gro1ving big on the profits of cheap, reprinted 
British books, and had no thoughts to spare for international copyright; 
the reading public was happy to have the eheap reprints; the poll ticians 
had no incentive to do a.nything. 
"The earliest advocacy in international copyright that I have met 
with is by John Neal in The Yankee in 1828, 11 said Samuel G. Goodrich. 1 
But Neal got nowhere with his advocacy, as far as is know. Nahum Capen, 
of the publishing firm of Marsh, Capen, and Lyon, did better. In 1836 
he wrote to Daniel Webster and Henry Clay in favor of international copy-
right laws, 2 and perhaps he should be given some of the credit for the 
first action on it. 
In that same year, .!VIiss Harriet Martineau, already a well-known 
English writer, was visiting the United States and preparing to write a 
book on her travels. One of the sights to see in .America in those days 
>·ms Henry Clay. Miss Martineau sa1-1 him and evidently spoke earnestly to 
him on the need of an international copyright law. 3 It may be that Clay 
promised her that he would try to do something about it. 
In January, 1837, Miss Martineau joined with Thomas Carlyle, 
Thomas Moore, and fifty-four other British authors, including Robert 
l. Goodrich, .2E· cit.J II, p. 357, Footnote. 
2. Boston Advertiser, Feb. 19, 1884. Quoted by Publisher's 
Weekly, XXV,8 (Feb.~ 1884), p. 242. 
3. Harriet Martineau, ~· ~., p. 21. 
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Southey, Maria Edge1-rorth, Henry Hallam, William and Mary Howitt, and 
J. P. R. James to petition the American Congress for the passage of an 
international copyright law. The petition mentioned the injustice of 
American treatment of British authors and expressed the idea that both 
American authors and the American public suffered. 1 
It seems likely t hat this m~1orial, together with the personal 
plea of Miss Martineau and the letter of Nahum Capen, inspired Clay to 
act. On February 2, 1837, Henry Clay stood up in the Senate and began 
the long fight for international copyright. 
Gales and Seaton's Register of Debates describes the beginning: 
Mr. Clay said t hat he begged leave to present to the Senate 
a memoir or address from certa:Ln living authors of Great Britain. 
Among the subscribers to it would be recognized some of the most 
distinguished names in the literary world -- names (he said) 
vd th which we have been long familiar, and whose admirable pro-
ductions have often i nstructed and delighted us all. They 
represent that, ovdng to the want of legal protection in the 
United States, they are deprived of the benefit here of their 
literary property; that their works are published without any 
compensation being rrtade to them for their copyrights; that they 
are frequently altered and :rrru.tilated, so as to effect injuriously 
their reputations; and that an arrangement which they, or some 
of them, had made w:i.th booksellers in the United States, to 
secure a fair and just remuneration for their labors, had been 
defeated by the practice of other booksellers. They therefore 
request the passage of a law, by which their right of property 
1-ri.ll be protected. 
I am quite sure, I1r. President, ( continued Mr. Clay) that 
I need not say one ,,10rd to commend this address to the attentive 
and i'riendly consideration of the Senate, and every member of it. 
Of all classes of our fellow-beings, t here is none that has a 
better right than that of authors and inventors, to the kindness, 
the sympathy, and the protection of the Government. And surely 
nothing can be more reasonable than that they should be allowed 
to enjoy, without interruption, for a limited time, the property 
created by their genius. Unfortunately, but too often dependent 
upon that alone, if they are deprived of it, they are bereft of 
1. Thorvald Sol berg, International Copyright in Congress, 
1837-1886, p. l. 
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the means of subsist ence. The signers of this address may, 
with more confidence, indulge the hope of the passage of the 
law which they solicit, from the consideration that, according 
to the liberality of the British practice, the security of 
copyright is not restricted to British subjects, but is equally 
enjoyed by foreigners. And I understand that there are instances 
of American authors who have availed themselves of it. 
Mr. President, "rhen we reflect what important parts of the 
great republic of let ters the United States and Britain are, 
and consider their common origin, common language, and similarity 
of institutions, and of habits of reading, there seems to me 
to be every motive for reciprocating between the two countries 
the security of copyTights. Indeed, I do not see any ground of 
just obj ection, either in the constitution or in sound policy, 
to the passage of a law tendering to all foreign nations re-
ciprocal security for literary property. 
After Clay Has finished, Senator Preston spoke briefly. He 
said that it was in the i nterest of .American publishers to 11 seize upon 
.foreign works without price, and republish them.. 11 He continued: 
The consequence was, that the labor of foreign authors was 
converted to the use o.f publishers here, who often sent into the 
market a most despicable article in point of execution, entirely 
ummrthy of the state of the arts in this country. Publishers, 
therefore, had arrayed themselves against the object of this 
memorial; and the subject thereof resolved itself into a compli-
cated question of free trade and protection of the mechanical 
arts, with which is numbered the art of printing. On this 
subject 11r. P. -r,.ras not prepared to decide. They had two authors 
to our one, and were, therefore, more interested in the pro-
tection of mental labor; while we published three or four books 
to their one, and were, therefore, more interested in protecting 
publishers •••• 
Senators Calhoun and Grundy then made a few· remarks recommending 
that the memorial be sent to a select conunittee, rather than to one of 
the regular committees of the Senate. Then Buchanan of Pennsylvania 
spoke: 
Hr. Buchanan said that when this question came to be 
considered it uould be a vexed and difficult question.. He 
would not discuss it now, but he saH an interest involved far 
beyond that of publ:~ shers, to Hhose interest he would pay a 
smaller regard; and that Has the interest of the reading people 
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of the United States. Cheap editions of foreign works v.rere 
now published and s r:,nt all over the country so a s to be ·Hi th-
in the reach of every individual; and the effect of gr anting 
copyrights asked . for by this memorial -vmuld be , that the 
autho rs v-rho vere nn:x:ious to have t heir ~rrorks a_ pear in a 
more expensive form would prevent the issu ing of these cheap 
editions; so that t he amount of republications of British 
vmrlcs in t his country , he t hought, vrould b e at once reduced 
to one half . But t o live in fame vras as great a stimulus to 
authors a.s pecuniary gain; and the question ought to be con-
sidered vThether they , .. muld not lose as much of fame by the 
measure asked for, as they woul d gain in money . It Has 
especiall~r vTell >-rorthy of the com: ·1i ttee to go beyond pub-
lishers, and a.scertain v.rhat would be the Iffect on the acqu:!.-
sition of knovrledge in this vast country. 
This is a significant debate because it began the more than 
fifty years of ar gument over the copyright i s sue. It is also signifi-
cant for the arguments given. Neither proponents or opponents improved 
ver'iJ much on those given in this first debate. Bucha11an I·JB.S the first 
of the Pennsylvania opponents of international copyright . He remained 
an opponent of it through his career in t he Senate. He hit upon, in 
his first effort, the chi ef and b est argument of the anti-copyright 
people. Preston 's argwnent helps one understand why the copyright 
fi ght 1-Jas unsuccessful i n the years before the Civil Har. 
The Select Committee t o which the memorial of the British authors 
2 
>vas sent, was made up of Clay, Preston, Buchanan, Hebster, and E1dng . 
On the 16th, Clay reported for the committee and accompanied his report 
with a bill. 
Senato r Clay' s efforts :for copyright evidently greatly encouraged 
r-1iss Martineau. She I·Jrote him from En gland in Hay , 1837. 
1Gales and Seaton 1 s Register of Debates in Congress , 24th 
Congress, 2nd Session. Part I, Vol. XIII , columns 670 and 671. 
2 
Putnam, Copyright, ~· cit., p . 40. 
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It gives me great pleasure to acknowledge on behalf of many 
authors, besides myself, your exertions on the copyright business. 
I thought that I was sure, both of what your convictions and 
efforts 1"ould be; and I rejoice that my confidence has been 
justified. We are exceedingly pleased with your Report, and 
have strong hope that our object may be attained next session. 
The American newspapers seem to show a more and more favorable 
disposition toward o1r claim, and some solid proofs have 
reached the hands of one, at least, of our authors (Professor 
Lyell) of the feeling which honorable American publishers 
entertain of the injury we suffer. Several hundred copies of 
Lyell's fifth edition of his Geology, in four volumes, have 
been ordered from England by booksellers in Boston, Ne1v- York 
and Philadelphia, and the money in full transmitted with the 
order. A highly credH,able proceeding •••• 1 
The Clay Bill was turned over to the Patent Committee, which made 
an adverse report on June 25, 1838. Five times between 1837 and 1842 
Clay submitted lus bill. This bill, among other things, called for the 
2 
manufacture of all American copyrighted books in America, a provision 
that was a controversial feature of later bills. 
Clay must be given credit for having made a really good try. 
But the time was not yet ripe. Tremendous changes had to come before 
such a bill could be passed. 
During Clay's attempts, petitions and memorials from all over 
the nation flooded Congress. Philadelphia publishers, typographical 
organizations of \vashington and New York, booksellers of Boston, and 
publishers of Hartford all opposed the measure. Washington Irving, 
Ed1vard Everett, Rufus Choate, John Quincy Adams, \villiam Cullen Bryant, 
and publishers like W. H. Appleton and George P. Putnam publicly favored 
3 
the bill. 
l. Calvin Colton, The Private Correspondence of Henry ~' p.415. 
2. George H. Putnam, The Question of Copyright, p. 40. 
3. See Appendix, p.l95 for a more complete list. 
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In 1842, the British Prime Minister, Lord Palmerston, suggested 
that the United States and Great Britain enter into a copyright agree-
1 
ment. However, nothing came of this. But the Representatives took no 
action on it and the treaty died. 
The fi ght for i nternational copyright received some encouragement 
from the visit of Charles Dickens to this country in the first half of 
1842. Dickens went all over the nation and received a good many free 
meals. The adulation of him was at times embarrassing, both to him and 
to level-headed Americans . But he did not get the copyright that he 
came aft er and he made hi mself very unhappy and rather bitter because 
of the opposition that he ran into. 
According to Dickens, he had to contend -vri. th hatred, fear, and 
much um~easonableness. He did not carry mmy a high opinion of the 
Americans . He had the idea that, though many Americans wanted inter-
national copyright, they did not dare fi ght for it. 
\I.Jashington Irving, Prescott, Hoffman, Bryant, Halleck, Dana, 
Washington Alston --· every man who writes in this country is 
devoted to the question, and not one of them dares to rai~e 
his voice and complain of the atrocious state of the lat-v. 
The Englishman vms urged not to pursue the subject of inter-
national copyright any further duri ng his visit. He 1vrote, 11 I 
believe that there is no country, on the face of t he eart}:l, where 
1. Bowker, .£E• cit., p. 346. Bowker said that this treaty 
was brought before the House of Representatives on April 12, and 
discussed, but rejected . The Congressional Globe has no record of 
this treaty either in House or Senate. 
2. Letter to Forster, February 24, 1842, Johnson, Letters, 
££· cit. I, p. 386. 
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there is less freedom of opinion on any subject in reference to which 
1 
there is a broad difference of opinion than this •••• 11 Before a great 
Dickens dinner in New York in February, the committee for the dinner 
tried to persuade Dickens to leave the 11 hornet 1s nest of copyright" 
alone at the dinner -- 11 not to pursue the subject, although they said 
everyone agrees >-ri t h me, 11 but Dickens refused . He e:xpressed his 
deten nination to go into it. The co~~ttee then resolved to support 
him. Irving would toast international copyright and Cornelius Mathews 
2 
would repl y in a speech defending it. 
Mathews in his speech argued primarily for the welfare of 
American literature and Am erican authors. That the profit on 
pirated books was s t olen was too miserably obvious to need 
demonstration. But what was the effect on native letters, he 
asked, >vhen unscrupul ous publishers coul d snatch the writings 
of Ainsworth, Buhmr , Lever, and Dickens without payment of a 
single penny? ~fuat hope was there for the young native writer? 
The 'enormous fraud practiced upon their British brethren' was 
also a blight upon a national literature ••• Statesmen would be 
willing to devise provisions to give both British and American 
authors their just due ••• ) 
Most of the New York newspapers ignored this speech, which 
4 
further infuriated Dickems. Some of the newspapers 11 asserted that he 
was no gentleman, that he was a mercenary scoundrel, that he was abusing 
5 
the hospitality of the United States •••• " 
l. Letter to Forst er, February 24, 1842, Johnson, Letters, 
££· cit., I, p. 385. 
2. Ibid. 
3. Ibid., p. 3B6. 
4. ~-' p. 3139. 
5. Dickens to Forster & Chapman, February 24, 1842, Ibid. 
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There were a nunilier of Americans who were not at all favorably 
impressed by Dickens. Goodrich said that Dickens brought with him 
letters and petitions f r om eminent British authors, 
some of them cou.ched in offensive terms, and demanding 
copyright on the pri.nciple of absolute justice. In order to 
carry the point at a blow, the whole British press burst upon 
us with the cry of thief, robber, pirate, because we did 
precisely what was then and had been done1 evei'YI'rhere -- we printed books not protected by copyright. 
George William C~tis was equally critical. 
If I1r. Dickens, i nstead of dining at other people's expense 
and making speeches of his own, when he came to see us, had 
devoted an evening or two in the week to lecturing, his purse 
would have been full er, his feelings s1.v:eeter, and his fame 
fairer. It was a Quixotic crusade, that of the copyright, 
and the excellen~ Don has never forgiven the windmill that 
broke his spear. 
Throughout the r emainder of the 1840~ there were memorials and 
petitions to Congress and the founding of the American Copyright Club,3 
but no action by Congress. 
Nevertheless, the movement was not dead. In 1843 a petition 
arrived in Congress from ninety-seven publishers, printers, and binders, 
headed by George P. Putnam, asking for international copyright legisla-
tion. This used arguments and language typical of most of those asking 
for legislation. It said in part: 
Your memorialists, deeply interested, not only as book-
sellers in particular, but also as American citizens in general, 
in the greatest possible diffusion of lrnowledge and sound 
literature, are fully convinced by their experience as traders 
in books, that the present law regulating literary property is 
1. Goodrich, ~: cit., II, p. 358. 
2. George William Curtis, Literary and Social Essays, p. 129. 
3. See Appendix, p. 195 and 198. 
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seriously injurious both to the advance of American literature 
and to that very extensive branch of American industry which 
comprehends the whole mechanical department of bookmaldng. It 
is alike injurious to the business of publishing, and to the 
best and truest interests of the people at large. Your mem-
orialists, after a careful and mature consideration of the 
important subject, ar e fully satisfied that the great interests 
of knowledge, of the industry, of those who provide the community 
itself, would be mos t essentially promoted by the passing of a 
law which would secure to the authors of all nations the sole 
right to dispose of t heir compositions for publication in the 
United States (whether they may be published in foreign countries 
or not); provided, always, the book be printed in the United 
States within a certain time (to be settled by lavl) after its 
publication in a foreign country; and provided, also, that the 
copyright for this country shall be transferable from the 
author to American resident publishers only •••• . l 
At the same time a counter petition arrived from Philadelphia, 
. 2 
the center of opposition to international copyr~ght. This very likely 
contained such words as those in a petition presented on March 19, 1838: 
Senator Buchanan of Pennsylvania presented a petition of 
Horace Binney and sundry other citizens of Philadelphia, in 
which they state that a large amount of property is invested 
in the bookselling business, and asking for an investigation 
for the purpose of convincing Congress that great injury wou3d 
result from the passage of the international copyright bill. 
Or it might say that 
International copyright 1-rould be productive of the most 
deleterious consequences to a very important branch of the 
national industry -- bookmaking establishments4 Unemplo~nent would result. The price of books would go up. 
Some of these anti-copyright petitions said that international 
copyrights would transfer the book manufacturing industry to England. 5 
l. Solberg, Copyright in Congress, .2£· _ill., p. ll. For the 
signatures on this petition see Appendix I, p. 197. 
2. Bowker, op. cit., p. 346. 
3. Congressional Globe, Vol. 1, 16 (Mar. 26, 1838) p. 245. 
4. Same petition as above. This part of it is not given in the 
Globe. It appears in Solberg, Copyright in Congress, ~· cit., p. 6. 
5. Petition brought into the Senate by Senator vlright of Hass-
achusetts, March 13, 1838. Solberg, Copyright in Congress, ::E..· 2.!:·, p. 7. 
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Others said that it would be hostile to the general diffusion of 
1 
knowledge. 
In 1848, George P. Putnam, John Jay, W. C. Bryant, and others 
sent in another pro-copy.right memorial. Its main points were that the 
want of international co:;:>yright produced 
(1) Injury to ~nerican authors, in regard to sale of their books 
at home and abroad. 
(2) Injuries to American publishers and artisans connected with 
the book trade, by rendering the business speculative and unsafe. 
( 3) A disadvantageous situation for the reading public and the 
2 
nation at large. 
In the 1850's the stream of memorials to Congress flowed on. It 
is interesting to note that among them was one from the American Medical 
Association, favoring copyright. In 18.52 there 'tvas a petition from 
3 
Washington Irving and James Fenimore Cooper, among others. ~lith 
Congress absorbed in the slavery issue, it is not strange that these 
memorials were given shor t shrift. It is probably safe to say that in 
those days the sentiment for international copyright was pretty well 
confined to the Northeast. The South would do nothing that men like 
vVhittier, Sumner, Greeley, John Quincy Adams, and Emerson wanted. The 
West 1.Yas not yet very literary minded; and where it was, it wanted cheap 
English literature for its people. 
1. Petition brought in by Representative Calhoun of .Massachu-
setts, June 4, 1838. Ib:Ld. 
2. MS!.·' p. 12 .. 
3. See Appendix·' p. 199 • 
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In the early 1850 1 s there l-Ias taJJ< of mald.ng a treaty with 
England for international copyright, thus by-passing the House of Re-
presentatives. President Fillmore, in 1852, 1-1rote to the Harpers, 
asking them for their views on such a treaty. The Harpers replied with-
out enthusiasm. They sai d that they "'vould 
abstain from taking any steps to influence the action of 
our government in regard to it. Feeling entirely confident, 
that, under your aclrninistration, nothing of such marked and 
far-reaching consequence to the best interests of the country 
will be done ·Hi thout the most full and impartial inquiry into 
its direct and remote results upon all the parties to be 
affected by it, we are quite content to submit our own interests 
and opinions to whatever action the good of the country may 
induce you to take. 
Nevertheless, early in 1853, Edward Everett, one of the 
staunchest supporters of copyright through the years, and Secretary of 
State under Fillmore, took steps to prepare the tvay for a treaty. He 
called upon certain publishers to submit to him what they deemed to be 
the necessary requirements for a treaty. Five publishers made reconnnenda-
tions. They were Appleton, Putnam, Scribner, Carter & Brothers, and 
2 
Stafford and S-vmrds. In the meantime, a new copyright League had been 
formed, with George P. Putnam as Secretary. 'I'his organization sent a 
letter to Everett, urging the treaty. Among the signers were Charles 
3 
Scribner, D. Appleton & Company, Mason Brothers, and C. S. Francis. 
A treaty 1vas dra-vm up by Everett, with the help of Senator 
4 
Sumner, Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations. The treaty was 
l. Letter to the President, Aug. 23, 1852, Harper, op. cit., 
p. 108. 
2. Solberg, Int ernational Copyright in Congress, op. cit. p. 4. 
3. Putnam, Memorial, .2E· cit., p. 168. 
4. Putnam, Copy-ri ght, .2E• ~·, p. 42. 
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signed at Washington by Everett and John Fiennes Crampton, British 
minister to the United States. The President laid it before the Senate 
1 
in a message on February 18, 1853. There it was tabled. About a year 
later, on l''ebruary 24, 1854, President Pierce transmitted the signed 
treaty to the Senate for ratification. Senator Sumner had it referred 
to his committee. A number of petitions now hit Congress. Senator 
Sew·ard, of Ne\·J York, brought one in from his state against ratification, 
and Senator Chase of Ohio submitted the petition of 11 11.. M. Brmm and 
others", also against. The treaty died in committee . because, said 
George Haven Putnam, American printers were insisting that foreign books 
2 
copyrighted in this count ry must also be manufactured here. 
It appears that i t 1r;ras not onl y the printers who were against 
it. In February, 1854, Cyrus ~·J. Field & Company, paper Hholesalers of 
New York, sent Harper's a petition against international copyright. 
Field and Company spoke, in the letter accompanying the petition, of a 
separate bookseller's pet ition that was then circulating. The Company 
said that it was also stirring up the bookbinders and printers of its 
area. The petition that they had sent to the Harpers had been signed by, 
3 
among others, a number of paper houses. 
After this, the Cause seems to have pretty well died. There \vere 
still too many Americans against it. Bohn, the English publisher, said 
in 1851 that he had been informed by American publishers, whom he did 
1. Ibid. 
2. Putnam, Harnorial, 2£· ill·, p. 167. Also Bowker, 2£• ill·, 
p. 347. 
3. Harper, op. ~·, p. 108. 
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not name, that there was no chance of obtaining an international copy-
1 
right act at that time. 
There was no further action of any importance until Jarmary 18, 
1858. On that date, Congressman E. J. Morris of Pennsylvania introduced 
a new copyright bill. It received t v-ro readings and disappeared into the 
Library Committee from which it never emerged. In February 1860, the 
same man brought in another bill which met the same fate, this time in 
2 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
During the War there were few thoughts left for international 
copyright. Yet it proved to be a weapon of war. In 1861, the Confed-
3 
erate government put through an international copyright law. It helped 
to keep the English friendly. 
1. Bohn, ££• cit ., p. iii. 
2. Solberg, op. cit., pp. 13-14. 
- --
3. Lehmann-Haupt , .££· cit., p. 202. 
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CHAPI'ER VI 
THE PROPONENTS OF INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT 
One cannot go further into the copyright struggle without a 
pause to examine the two sides of the controversy. It is essential to 
discover who the antagonists were, geographically., politically, socially, 
economically, and ideologically; and what sort of arguments. they used 
and the type of action they took to achieve their objectives. 
The next chapter will discuss the opponents. This one deals 
with the proponents. 
It will be discovered that those who fought for international 
copyright were chiefly from the Northeast; most of them, but by no means 
all, were Republicans (or, earlier, Whigs); they were backed by the 
"best people"; and they uere conservatives. 
The struggle was weak and ineffective until it was taken over by 
young men who were profess ional writers, as distinguished from the 
gentleman writers who led the fight before the War. It moved ahead with 
the founding of organizati ons, like the American Copyright League, that 
knew how to use the numerous weapons available. 
Before the story of the organizations and their methods is told, 
it is necessary to look at the individuals who made the fight. 
The earliest and Jnost ardent supporters of international 
copyright came from New York City, and that place, with the enthusiastic 
backing of Boston, led the battle all the way. New York and Boston 
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bombarded Congress with memorials and petitions. The earliest of these, 
which Henry Clay presented to Congress on February 201 1837, contained 
154 names,l most of them from New York. Dickens 1 visit in 18Lr2 had its 
greatest effect in New York and Boston. The first copyright organization, 
the American Copyright Club, had its origin in New York; its officers 
were exclusively New Yorkers; and its membership was mostly from Boston 
and New York. 2 The most effective later organizations were those of the 
same two cities. The earliest big publishers to advocate international 
copyright were Putnam and Appleton, both of New York,. Ticknor of Boston, 
and Lippincott of Philadelphia.3 
In general, it was the Northeast that supported copyright. That 
fact will become more evident as t his chapter goes on. However, the 
Northeast was not unanimous in its support. Philadelphia, in spite of 
Lippincott, was a very Dnportant center of opposition. 
Socially and economically the supporters of international copyright 
were of the upper half of the nation. Many professional men backed it, 
and one finds the names elf doctors, lawyers, clergymen, professors, and 
editors on the memorials that came into Congress, and in the membership 
lists of the copyright organizations. The partial list of members of the 
American Copyright League, in 1884, has on it a large number of professors, 
representing Columbia, Harvard, Yale, West Point, "IJIJilliams, Johns Hopkins, 
Stevens Institute, University of Mississippi, University of Virginia, 
~his memorial was read by Senator Chace in a speech to the 
Senate, April 23, 1888. Congressional Record, 51st Congress, 1st Session, 
Vol. XIX, Part IV, P• 3240. 
2 See Appendix I, p. 199. 
3
see memorial of 1843, Appendix I, p. 197. 
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Vassar, Rutgers, Cornell, Beloit, and Vanderbilt.1 Early editors 
whose names show up on the side of copyright were Thurlow Weed, 
Francis Preston Blair, \villiam Cullen Bryant, and Parke Godwin. Later, 
such editors as R. w. Gilder, R. u. Johnson, and R. R. Bo-v;ker were 
leaders in the struggle.,. 
Many newspapers and newspapermen supported it. That 1884 list 
of members of the American Copyright League shows a surprising repre-
sentation of New Orleans newsmen. Among papers whose part was pro~Jnent 
were The New York Times, The New York Tribune, The New York Post, The 
Baltimore Sun, ~ Philadelphia Ledger, The Philadelphia Times, and The 
Cincinnati Commercial. 2 
Even business men backed copyright. It is a little surprising to 
find, on an early petition to Congress from Boston, the names of such 
men as William Alroy, s. A. Appleton, Amos Lawrence, and· J. ·s. Wright, 
all of them involved in cotton manufacture.3 
It is to be expected, of course, that from the beginning the 
authors of the nation would practically unanimously favor international 
copyright. They were the ones who expected to benefit most directly fron 
it. From John Neal and Cooper and Irving on,they gave it their ardent 
backing. 
The publishers rn£~e a somewhat different stor,y. Many of them• 
fattening on the profits from cheap pirated English books, were slmv . 
1see Appendix, P• 202. 
2Putnam, Questio~ of Copyright, £E• cit., p. 57. 
3
see Appendix I, p. 196. 
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to get behind the movement. However, by 1870, most of the respectable 
publishers favored it. Notable exceptions were the Carey clan of 
Philadelphia -- Henry c. Lea, Henry c. Carey, and Henry Carey Baird 
the Harpers in New York, and Dana Estes in Boston. After 1870 the 
Harpers began slowly to change their minds, and, in 1878, definitely 
came out for copyright. Dana Estes saw the light about a year later 
when piratical American publishers stole his very profitable monopoly 
in the United States of reprinting the British children's magazine, 
Chatterbox.1 After this he became one of the most valuable copyright 
leaders. Lea began to work for copyright in the early 1 80~, and Carey 
ceased to be in the opposition when he died in 1879. Baird, however, 
remained a menace to the move~ent to the very end.2 The cheap book 
imbroglio of the 1880t brought practically all the publishers, even those 
like George Hunro and John Lovell, to see the wisdom of international 
copyright. 
In 1884, Publisher'~ Weekly took a survey of publishers on the 
copyright question. To its questionnaire it received fifty-five answers. 
Only threeopposed international copyright. Thirty-one were for the 
current copyright measure in Congress, the Dorsheimer Bill. Nine were 
definitely against that particular bill. 3 Since that was one of the more 
controversial of copyright bills, it is not strange that several, who 
favored the issue were a gainst the bill. However, it might be pointed out 
1 Raymond L. Kilgour, Estes and Lauriat, pp. 188-201, passim. 
2Putnam,. Memorial, op. cit.,. P• 167. 
3Publisher 1~ Week!z, X. XV, 13 (March 29, 1884), P• 378. 
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that, during this contest for copyright, there were a number of people 
who always professed to favor it but who, somehow, never could be 
satisfied with any action that promised to obtain it. 
In 1890, when t he opposition was badly broken down, Simonds 
listed the proponents of copyright as being President Harrison, 
ex-President Cleveland, 144 leading American authors, American musical 
composers, sixty colleges, leading educators, two hundred leading 
librarians, 1 American ne~ispaper publishers, printers, The Electric Club 
of New York, Cardi nal Gibbons, and American magazines, as well as 281 
leading newspapers~ At about the same time, the Department of Superin-
tendence of the National Educational Associati on came out in a resolution 
for international copyright.3 
Perhaps it is th«3 politicians who give the best indication of all 
as to who was for and ~orho was against this measure. Before the Civil 
War the most prominent proponents were Clay, a Whig, whose "American 
System" favored the business interests; Webster, of Massachusetts, 
another Whig and supporter of big business; Fish of New York, \ihig and 
later Republican, and a wealthy aristocrat; John Quincy Adams, and Charles 
Sumner, of Massachusetts, both men of culture and literary interests, 
and Gentlemen in the nineteenth century sense. 
l In March, 1890, over 200 librarians signed an appeal to Congress, 
prepared by the American Copyright League, for copyright. Publisher's 
Weekq, XXXVI I , 13 (Mar ch 29 , 1890). 
2Simonds, £E• cit ., p. 7. 
3Publisher 1~ Week:~, XXXVII, 8 (February 22, 1890), p. 300. 
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After the Civil vJar the leaders for copyright in Congress were 
such men as George E. Adams, Representative from Illinois, who was 
brought into the fight by General McClurg and the plutocratic Chicago 
League for copyright; and Senator Aldrich of Rhode Island, who, in 
plutocracy, needed give way to no man. He was an arch-protectionist 
Republican.. Two others were J., D. Bald1r1in of 11assachusetts, Republican 
editor and author, and a member of the Library Committee (a Joint 
Corrunittee); and Jonathan Chace, a high protectionist Rhode Island 
cotton manufacturer -- Republican, of course. Then there was William 
M. Evarts, a very successful and prosperous New York lawyer, a 
Republican Senator; George F. Hoar of :Hassachusetts, a Republican with 
literary interests, involved in many gentlemanly good causes of his day; 
Senator Hawley of Connecticut, a Republican editor and a protectionist; 
Lodge of Massachusetts, ever-faithful Republican, representative always 
of the business interests, and a writer; Orville Platt of ·connecticut, a 
stand-patter Republican, a writer of sorts, high protectionist, and 
Chairman of the Senate Patent Committee; Simonds of the same state and 
party, and member of the House Patent Committee; and Wolcott of Colorado, 
Massachusetts born and Harvard bred, a right-wing Republican. Another was 
Benjamin Butterworth of Ohio, Chairman of the House Patent Cmnmittee, and 
pretty much an independent in his political views, though theoretically 
a Republican. 
Joined with these in the good cause was a motley group of Democrats: 
w. c. Breckinridge of Kentucky, an editor and a low-tariff man; Patrick 
Collins of Massachusetts, a Cleveland supporter and a former labor union 
man; s. s. Cox of New Yo rk, another Cleveland man, and a writer; w. E. 
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Dorsheimer of NewYork, one-time Tammany man, but a Cleveland backer, 
and a writer and editor; and McAdoo of New Jersey a conservative 
1 
Representative. 
That list tells one a number of things about the proponents of 
copyright. One of the most interesting things that it tells is that the 
copyright movement was not a liberal cause at all. One might have 
expected that it would be. But the liberal element of the period did 
not favor international copyright. It was rock-ribbed conservatives who 
put it over. 
Those, then, are the individual proponents. But more important 
than individuals in the fight for international copyright were the 
organizations. Beginning with the formation of the American Copyright 
Club, in 1843,, there was a succession of organizations created to 
forward the cause. The Jl..merican Copyright Club was headed by 1-lilliam 
Cullen Bryant~ and had about two hundred members in all, most of them 
authors and editors. 2 In 1855, the New York Publisherls Association, 
or American Book Publisher's Association, as it was often called, was 
founded. William H. Appleton was its most important President. It 
faded out in the early days of the Civil War,J without any conspicuous 
accomplishments. On Aprj,l 9, 1868, the American Copyright Association 
was formed, with w. c. Bryant as President, George William Curtis, Vice 
~ost of the personal data on the members of Congress comes 
from the Dictionary of American Biogra~. 
2 . See AppendlX~ p. 199. 
3Putnam, t!~~' E.£•, ~·, p. 168. 
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President, E. C. Stedman and George P. Putnam, Secretaries.1 This did not 
achieve much and it was replaced in 1883 by t he American Copyright League, 
which saw t he fight t h..rough to the end. 
The American Copyri ght League was the most effective of all the 
copyright organizations.. After a poor beginni ng, it developed into a 
professional, i maginative, and hard-fighting lobby and publicity bureau 
f or t he cause. It requires more attention than the earlier Clubs and 
Associations. 
Its f ounders were George Parsons Lathrop, Brander Matthe-vm, 
Edward Eggleston, R. vl . Gilder, E. L. Youmans, Henry James, Jr., George 
1'-J . Cable, Laurence Hutton, and H. C. Bunner. None of these, one might 
notice, are considered today to be top-flight w-riters, except James. 
James quickly w"i thdrew f rom t he League men he discovered that it would 
concern itself only u.rith the grievances of American aut hors. He believed 
t hat t he only wrongs that really needed redressing were those of the 
British authors.2 He was not very seriously missed. One of the chief 
reasons for the futility of t he previous copyright organizations had been 
that t here were too many men like James in t heir top positions. The 
American Copyright Leagv.e became known, for obvious reasons, as the 
Author 1 s League. 
In January, 1884., the League sent a letter to Secretary of State 
1Ibid., p. 168. 
2Information on t he f ounding of the League comes f rom G. P. 
Lathrop's report as quoted i n Publisher's Weekly, XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 28, 
1888 ), P• 59. -
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Frelinghuysen, asking for a copyright treaty with Fngland.1 However, 
nothing came of this. 
The League spent $660.1.5 between March 30, 1883, and January 1, 
188.5 --not a magnificent sum, but perhaps suf ficient at t he time. 2 
In 188.5 the League had about seven hundred members . 3 Its president 
was James Russell Lowell, with Stedman vice president, Lathrop secretary, 
and R. U. Johnson treasurer.4 
I n April of t hat year it hel d the f irst of its Author's Readings. 
These were public affairs, designed to arouse interest in copyright and 
to raise money to advance t he good cause. The authors gave readings from 
their ovm wor ks . Perhaps the idea had come from ·Dickens, -,.;ho had given 
such readings very succe:ssfully during his tour of t he United States in 
1867. In t he first of the League's events there were readings by George 
w. Curtis, Julian Hawthorne , Will Carleton, W. D. Howells, R. H. Stoddard, 
H. H. Boyesen, H. C. Bunner and F . Hopkinson SrrQth • .5 
The League backed the Dorsheimer Bill in 1884. 6 But there t-ras 
some trouble over this. Many League members did not like the rnanufactur-
i ng clause li1 the bill. This stated that all books copyrighted in 
~or more infor m'3.tion on this, see belot-;, p. 168. 
2To the Nembers of t he American Copyright League, Anon. p. 3. 
--- ·--
3Publisher 1 ~ Weekly, XXVIII , 20 (Nov. 14, 188.5), p . 668. 
4rbid., XXVII , 1.5 (April 11, 188,5), p. 4,50 • 
.5Ibid., XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 28, 1888 ), p. 60. 
~or the provi sions of this bill, see below, p.l69f. 
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America must be manufactured in America, and was put in to appease 
the trades which had to do with book manufacture. Lathrop was angered 
by t he opposition to this clause and objected that some members regarded 
t he copyright question as purely a moral question and would make no 
cor.1prorni.se when compromise was essential to get any form of copyright. 
l Because of this Lathrop resigned as secretary. 
Publisher'~ Weekly, strongly pro-copyright, was criticising the 
League in the middle of 1885. The Weekly said that the League's Council 
had planned inadequatel~- for its work; that the League had lost by resig-
nation several of its l eading members. 11In some respects it hindered 
rather than helped t he c:ause it had at heart. 112 Later, t he Conrrnercial 
Advertiser objected that t he League had never held a convention; t hat a 
small group took its buc:iness upon themselves and defended their actions 
solely on the grounds of abstract rights and eternal justice, 1r1hich was 
-:~ 
completely impractical.~ 
In November, l8El5, the American Copyright League held its first 
formal meeting. It t hen drevr up the follm-ring constitution: 
CONSTITUTION OF THE Al~'J:E:RICAN COPYRI GHT LEAGUE 
Article I: This Association shall be called 11 The American 
Copyright League11 • 
Article II: 1'he object of the American Copyright League 
shall be to procure the abolition, so far as possible, of all 
discrimination between the American and the foreign author, and 
to obtain reforms of American copyright lavr. 
Article III: Any persons may become a meniDer, if approved by 
1Fublisher 1 ~ Weekly, XXXIII , 3 (Jan. 28, 1888 ), p . 59. 
2Ibid., XXVIII, l (July 4, 1885), p. 16. 
3Quoted by Publisher'~ Weekly, XXVIII, 20 (Nov. 14, 1885 ), p. 670. 
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the Council, by signing the constitution and paying tlvo dollars 
a year. 
Article IV: There shall be an annual meeting of the American 
CoP,Yright League in the first week of November, at a time and place 
to be designated by the Council, to hear reports, to elect a 
Council for the ensuing year, a.nd for the transaction of other 
business. 
Article V: The government of the League shall be vested in 
a Council of thirty members, 1-rhich shall have power (1) to select 
from its own number an Executive Council of five members, (2) to 
fill vacancies, (3) to · elect its own officers, who shall be the 
officers of the League, (4) to make expenditures for the objects 
of the League, (5) to call meetings. 
Article VI: This constitution may be amended by a two-thirds 
vote of those present at a meeting of the League, to be called on 
the request of any five members of the League, or at any annual 
meeting. But no amendment shall be made, except upon one month 1 s 
written or printed notice sent to every member of the League. 
Such notice to be accompanied by a copy of the proposed amendment.1 
The League supported the Hawley Bi11, 2 and though the bill had no 
chance of passing in the form approved by the League, most of the League 
members refused to consider any compromise on it~ Publisher's Week+Y 
was rather bitter about this. 11The Copyright League was organized for 
the promotion of internat ional copyright. But for its existence, it 
is not improbable that some kind of copyright act would by this time have 
been procured.n But they would not compromise, though Lowell and Clemens 
would. The attitude of those two "awakened the hope that the League 
might be induced to take hold 9f the question in a practical way and help 
in getting what could be got."3 Unfortunately, this was a vain hope, 
and, in November, 1887, the Weekly said that the League was not effective 
because, 
~ublisher'!! ~ely, XXXIII, 3,- (Jan. 28, 1888), p.- 61. 
2 See -be 1 ow , P•l72f=Cor the provisions of this act. 
3 -~., XXXI, 9, (Feb. 26, 1887) P• 312. 
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those in control of the organization, several of whom had 
no direct or personal interest in copyrights, or knowledge of 
the practical difficulties and conditions of the reform, failed 
to see the absolute necessity of attempting to unite all the 
forces in favor of some compromise plan. 
The compromise that the Weekly had in mind was one that would 
get the support of the Typographer's Unions and other organizations 
involved in the manufact ure of books, as well as the politicians 
influenced by these organizations. Later the League took a more 
realistic attitude, and, in 1887, voted to give its Council and Executive 
Committee greater latitude and discretion in backing bills in Congress. 
This meant that they would compromise. 2 
In 1888 the League made itself more effective by giving 
Eggleston the job of conf erring with the typographical unions and with 
the powerful Henry c. Lea . Col. Knox and R. u. Johnson were assigned to 
work on Congress and on editors and newspapermen throughout the country, 
and R. R. Bm-.rker was to be the League's contact with the publishers.3 
On November 28, 1887, the League put on another of its Author's 
Readings, at Chickering Hall, in New York. The program:4 
Introduction b£ the Chairman 
Address by the Chairman 
The Fatal Anecdote 
By the Right Reverend H. c. 
Potter, Bishop of New York 
James Russell Lowell 
_Mark Twain 
1Ibid., XXXII, 23 (Dec. 3, 1887) P• 883. 
~bid., XXXIV, 22 (Dec. 1, 1888) P• 882. 
3Ibid. 
4 Robert Underwood Johnson, Remembered Yesterdays, p. 262. 
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! Prophetic Retrospect 
The Heart of Love Lies Bleeding, and 
The Follower. 
Selection from The Zado<~ Pine Labor Union 
Scene from Au Large 
~ the Frost~ 2!! the Pwnpkin, and 
The Educator 
Edward Eggleston 
R. H. Stoddard 
H. c. Bunner 
George w. Cable 
James Whitcomb Riley 
On November 29 t.here was another such reading, in which the 
audience heard from Lowell, Richard :Halcolln Johnston, Charles Dudley 
Warner, Thomas Nelson Page, Howells, Frank R. Stockton, George William 
Curtis, and James Whitcomb Riley.1 
2 These two meetings netted the League more than $4000. 
On March 7, 1889, there was a similar reading at the Museum in 
Boston. Everybody who was anybody in Boston attended. The participants 
were o. w. Holmes, Y~rk Twain, Charles Dudley Warner, Mrs. Julia Ward 
Howe, R. M. Johnston, Francis Hopkinson Smith, John Boyle O'Reilly, 
George w •. Cable, and Thomas w. Higginson. The estimated profit on this 
ci} 3 
-vras ~p2000. 
There was also a Reading in Washington. President Cleveland 
I 
attended it and gave a reception afterwards.4 This brought the League 
5 $667.73. 
1Ibid. 
2Ibid., P• 263. 
3Publisher 1~ Weekly, x::tJJT, 11, (March 16~ 1889) P• 407. 
4R. u. Johnson, ~· cit., P• 264. 
5Publisher 1~ Week~, XXXIV, 22 (Dec. 1, 1888) P• 884. 
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A Reading in Brooklyn a t the Academy of Music brought in more money. 
The Honorable Seth Low presided and Eggleston, Gilder, E. L. Bynner~ 
Robert Grant, w. H. Gibson, Francis Hopkinson Smith and Theodore 
Roosevelt did the reading.1 Incidently, Roosevelt became a member of the 
League Council in 1890, at the same time as Andrew Carnegie.2 
At the end of 1888 the League listed its receipts at $5,808.18 
and its expenditures at $4,134.85.3 
Stimulated by t he request of the American Copyright League for 
a publisher's copyright association, a meeting of publishers was held 
on December 29, 1887, at Delmonico's in New York.4 Out of this came the 
American Publisher's Copyright League, usually cal led the Publisher's 
League. William H. Appl eton was president; George H. Putnam, secretary; 
and Charles Scribner, t r easurer. The executive Council consisted of 
those three and James W. Harper, H. o. Houghton, Craig Lippincott,: 
A. D. F. Randolph and Dana Estes.5 The constitution of the new organi-
zation stated that i t :s· object was to cooperate 11with American authors 
in securing international copyright.116 
By the end of January, 1888, there 1vere fifty-six houses repre-
sented in the Publisher's League. Most of them were from New York, but 
1 . IbJ.d., XXXVI, 25 (Dec. 21, 1889), P• 959. 
2 . IbJ.d., XXXVIII, 20 (Nov. 15, 1890)~P· 703. 
3Ibid., XXXIV, 22 (Dec. 1,. 1888), P• 884. 
4 . Ib1d •. , XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 21, 1888), p. 66., For the charter members, 
see Appendix, P• 
,Ibid., P• 67. 
6For the constit ution, see Appendix 
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Boston was well represent ed, and there were houses from Baltimore, 
Cincinnat i, Philadelphia, Hartford, and Chicago., By 1889 the League 
compr ised, according to Publisher'.!!~~' 11with but few exceptions, 
the publishing trade of t he country. I t Booksellers and printers were 
brought into it as associate members for a ten dollar initiation fee.1 
The League spent :~~4,000 on the good cause in the first year. 2 
Other copyright organizations were set up in various places. 
At Boston an International Copyright Association of New England was 
created in a meeting at the Parker House on December 12, 1887. Charles 
w. Eliot was president and Dana Estes secretary.3 The Boston and New 
York Leagues got together in a Joint Campaign Committee, with George H. 
Putnam as secretary. Another league was formed in Chicago in 1890. This 
was a rather gold-plated affair. The first meeting was held at ~~s. Potter 
Palmer's residence. They formed a western branch of the American 
Copyright League. General McClurg became president. Others among the 
officers were Nrs. Palmer, I:1arshall Field, George A. Armour, Reginald 
De Koven, Mrs. Wirt Dexter, Captain Charles King, Mrs. Henrotin, and Mrs. 
Mary Hartwell Catherwood.4 
The funds of the Authorts League, the Publisher's League, and the 
Boston Association were united in 1889. Men 1-were sent west to organize 
pro-copyright sentiment. Lathrop went to Chicago; Putnam to Colorado and 
~ublisher 1~ Heek1y, XXX.V, 5 (Feb. 2, 1889), p. 97. 
2 . 
Sheehan, £E• ~., p. 215. 
3Proceedings at the Meeting for the Formation of the International 
Copyright Associati~~:- Remarks of H:-5. Houghton. For-the full slate of 
officers, see Appendix, p., 
4Publisher'~ WeekJ~, XXXIX, 11 (March 14, 189l),p. 399. 
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Minnesota. They presented their subject to the book trade and the general 
public, held meetings, organized state and local l eagues. Putnam, in 
Colorado, got up a petit ion to send to Senator Teller and Representative 
Tovmsend, signed by the Governor, the Chief Justice, and most of the 
Associate Justices of t he State Supreme Court, as well as the mayors of 
Denver, Boulder, and Colorado Springs, and by the princip~l booksellers 
1 
of the stat e and leading citizens in general. New Leagues were 
established in st. Louis, Cincinnati, Minneapolis, Denver, Buffalo, and 
Colorado Springs. 2 The cooperation among the Author's League, the 
Publisher's League, and the League of Boston developed into a Conference 
Committee on International Copyright, before the end of 1889. This, 
besides the three just mentioned, included the Typothetae (employing 
printers), the Internati onal Typographical Union, and the American Library 
Association. The membership "included Republicans, Democrats, and 
Mugwumps, protectionists, revenue-reformers and free-traders. 113 
Some of the argLunents of the pro-copyright people have been 
mentioned. Now they mus t be discussed more thoroughlY~ The principal 
arguments are set forth in a petition to Congress in 1884, for the 
Dorsheimer Bill. 
PETITION TO CONGRESS 
The American Copyright League 
Representing American Authors and Journalists, asks you to support 
the Dorsheimer Bill on the following grounds: 
1Ibid., XXXVII, 10 (Ivlarch 8, 1890 ), p., 335. 
2Putnam, Copyright, .££• cit., pp. 49-.50. 
3Letter to the Evening Post, March 10, 1891, by Putnam and R. u. 
Johnson, Publisher'~ WeeklY, XXXIX, 11 (March 14, 189l~p. 399. 
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1. Defense of recognized property 
Copyright to American authors, being established by law, should 
be defended by law, like all other forms of recognized property. 
But, by the denial of copyright to foreigners, American 
literary works are exposed to a competition with foreign works 
that have not been paid for. 
No other American industry is obliged to suffer from a rivalry 
with stolen goods. 
2. Injury to American authors 
The want of international copyright subjects American writers 
to an extensive piracy of their works by foreign publishers, 
causing the authors great loss. 
Under existing circumstances, only a small proportion of 
American authors are able to earn a competency by the pursuit of 
aut horship alone. 
The Bill, by providing for reciprocal rights from foreign 
governments, will secure profit to American authors in the foreign 
markets where they are now plundered, and thus doub~ stimulate our 
literature. 
3. Constitutional provision 
It is for the good of the country to encourage a national 
literature which shall inculcate American ideas at home and abroad. 
The Constitution of the United States (Art. I, Sect. VIII, 8) 
empmvers Congress 11to promote the progress of science and useful 
arts by securing, for limited times, to authors and inventors the 
exclusive right to their respective writings,n-etc. But by its 
failure to render the rights of all authors secure, Congress has 
practically defeated, hitherto, the intent of the Constitution in 
this respect. 
4. Cheapness of books 
The Bill, not being retroactive, all foreign books published 
before its passage may still be issued at the lowest prices. 
As for new foreign books, American publishers, protected by the 
tariff, can outbid the foreign publisher for our market. Under-
standing the popular demand here for moderate priced books, that 
will, from self-interest, continue to meet that demand. The 
richest nation in the world ought not to plead that it cannot 
afford to pay for literature. 
A number of American copyright works have been issued at 
fifty cents, and even less, as soon as the public demand became 
widespread; showing that there is nothing in the nature of copy-
right which need prevent books from being cheap. 
5. This is not a question of Free Trade or Protection 
It is a question of pe~nitting our citizens who produce books 
to have an even chance for recompense. 
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The ~ manufacturing interest is already protected qy the 
tariff. If any condition were attached that foreign books must 
be manufactured here, that interest would then receive a double 
protection, -- by tariff and by special enactment -- which no 
other manufacturer receives. The American author also, being 
compelled, reciprocally, to manufacture abroad for the foreign 
market, would often be placed at a great disadvantage. 
6. Present conununistic tendency 
To continue a license to pillage foreign authors, in the 
supposed interest of "·cheap literature", is virtually to 
encourage immoral and communistic tendencies. 
1. Justice and :policy 
Broad principles of justice and of policy are involved. We 
recognize these principles when we grant patlnt right to 
foreigners. \'Vhy not, then, grant copyright? 
Since the tariff played some part in their arguments, it might 
be well to look briefly at the tariff situation. The tariff on books 
was first applied in 1789, when a duty of 5% was put on imported books. 
The tariff of 1816 increased this to 15%, but between then and the Civil 
War it varied from 8% to 15%2 In 1846 it was 10%; in 1864 it was up to 
25%, 3 and it stayed there until after 1891. This type of tariff on 
books was not usual in the world at that time. According to the New 
York Post, in 1888, twenty-eight nations, including most of the great 
ones, had a tariff on exceptional kinds of books. Only two European 
nations had a tariff on ordinary books: Spain and Switzerland.4 The fact 
that the United States had such a tariff while others did not is, of 
course, explained by the fact that this country was, in general, a high 
1 A copy of the original is bound in the Boston Public Library. 
2 Lehmann-Haupt, ££• ~., PP• 115-117. 
)Ibid., p. 204. 
4 
,Quoted by Publi sher's Weekly, :XXXIV, 17 (Oct. 17, 1888), p. 614. 
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tariff nation, and by i t s unique copyright situation. There was never 
any serious controversy over the tariff on books, though academic people, 
scientists, and foreign language groups did not like it.1 The tariff 
seemed essential to keep British publishers from competing in the American 
market, as they might have done if given the chance, since t heir lower 
labor costs allol-red them usually to manufacture books more cheaply than 
we could, without the most blatant piracy. The tariff bars were let down 
somewhat in 1890, when the McKinley Tariff perwitted the free entry of 
books not written in England. 2 
To return to our arguments -- the most feared argument of the 
opposition to international copyright was the argument that, without 
copyright, it was possible for Americans to have the cheapest literature 
in the world, and that, with international copyright, the price of books 
would go up, thus depriving Americans of much reading matter. The 
opposition liked to make up long lists of English books, showing what 
they sold for in England, and how much more cheaply the same books sold 
in the United states~3. The proponents of copyright claimed that such 
lists did not mean much. 
The English priees quoted l-Tere usually first editions, high 
priced because of the English library system [most English readers 
got their books from libraries, rather than buying thenO and the 
fact that six shillings, five shillings two shillings, sixpence, 
or even one shilling editions ($1.44 to 24c) of salable books 
follow a year or mor e afterward, was entirely ignored.4 
1Lehmann-Haupt, £E• cit., P• 204. 
2Ibid. 
3
see Chapter VIII, P• 
4Publisher'~ Weekly, XXXVII, 19 (May 10, 1890) P• 613. 
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l"Ioreover, while they listed the most expensive English editions, 
they listed, with them, the cheapest American editions.1 The proponents 
pointed out that the English began to turn out a cheap literature in the 
186o~, as cheap as ours and better printed.2 This was used to refute the 
argument that international copyright would bring the end of cheap books. 
The American Copyright League said that in France, "where literary 
property is sedulously guarded, and the greatest liberality is shown to 
foreign authors, 
out the cheapest 
the system of cheap books flourishes ..... n3 France put 
books in the world.h It followed from this that 
Americans could, with international copyright, continue to turn out cheap 
13S 
books. American publishers, not finding British books cheaper to produce, 
would turn out larger editions of fl~erican written books; and bigger 
editions meant cheaper books. 
McAdoo, in a House of Representatives debate, May 2, 1890, 
submitted a list of titles of cheap reprints from the 11 Stealside Library. 11 
These were books of which Americans were to be deprived by international 
copyright: A Wilful Woman, Ladybird 1 s Penitence, Her Own Deception, ~ 
Kissed Again With Tears, The Black Poodle, The Mother's Secret o~ Whose 
Child was She? He pointed out that most of the great works of English 
authors were out of copyright and could be printed free whether there was 
1
simonds, .2£• ~., P• 6. 
2
shove, ££• ~., pp. 1 and 18. 
3Publisher'~ Weekly, XXVII, 15 (April 11, 1885), p. 450. 
~bid., XXIX, 10 (Mar. 6, 188o), P• 334. 
international copyright or not.1 
The proponents argued that British merchandise in this country 
was protected by American laws. wny not British wri tings?2 A foreign 
inventor was protected here by a patent . vJhat was the difference between 
an inventor and a writer ?3 To anti-copyright protectionists, like 
Henry C. Carey, the proponents said that the infant industry of American 
authorship needed protecting.4 To those worrying about monopoly and 
saying that American authors were trying to monopolize the American 
1 arket, they r eplied that 11 the only question of monopoly involved is that 
of the men who are no~v- allow-ed to monopolize 1-Ji thou t cost the ~~ rk of 
other men's brains and ·1ands. 115 
Simonds maintali1ed that useful books on science from England 
were kept out of the United States because they w·ere not profitable 
to pirate. No publisher would attempt them unless he was sure of having 
t he whole market to himself. 6 
1Ibid., XXXVII, 19 (Nay 10, 1890), p. 616. 
2Clay's Report . See Putnam, Copyright, op. cit., p. 45. 
3Ibid. 
4Publisher' s 1-Teekly, XXXIII, 15 (Jan. 21, 1888), pp. 44-45. 
5Ibid., XXVIII, 15 (April 11, 1885), P• 480. 
6 
Simonds, ~· ~., p. 7. 
CHAPTER VII 
THE OPPOSITION TO INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT 
The opponents of international copyright had one good argument 
and many poor ones. They had powerful lobbies and effective propagand-
ists. But their efforts ·were not as well coordinated as those of the 
proponents, and circumstances were against them. Aside from the increas-
ingly disorderly condition of the book business aft er the Civil War, there 
1..ras the fact that American literature was catching up >nth the British 
in its appeal to American readers. Also, the technical improvements in 
book manufacturing were making it possible to turn out cheap books, even 
if the publisher had to pay copyright. Thus the opposition was fighting 
a losing fight. 
In the end there remained in opposition only a few obviously 
selfish interests and a hard core of politicians, most of them from the 
South. One is tempted to suggest that the latter held out neither for 
ideological reasons nor i n support of selfish interests, but only because 
they ~rere men who customarily and automatically voted against any measure 
advocated by the classes in the North vJho supported such things as hard 
money and high tariffs. 
There has been set forth in this dissertation the opinion that 
the best argument of the anti-copyright people v1as the one in which 
they spoke of the advantages of a cheap literature. In general, the 
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argument was that, without international copyright, Americans had the 
cheapest and best litera ture in the world, and that the United States 
had become a great nation of readers, in Which everyone, from highest to 
lowest, could afford the best books. The Hour expressed it this way, in 
1883: 
There are at le.a.st six libraries ••• in which 20¢. is the 
highest price charged at retail •••• Nore than half of the cheap 
reprints have been retailed at 10¢ per copy •••• The print and 
paper in these is no worse than in the ordinary newspaper •••• 
Within a year ••• there have appeared two or three series 
in ordinary book shape and type, yet with little or no increase 
in price, cost rangi ng from 15¢ to 25¢. 
At such prices the poorest man can afford to read, and among 
the two thousand or more volumes already issued in very cheap 
form he can find, if not everything he wants, at least a great 
deal that pleases him. Instead of subscribing to a public library 
and finding, nine times in ten, that the book he wants is 11 out 11 , 
he can for the same amount of money buy outright twenty or thirty, 
books. 
The Hour goes on to speak of the great literary awakening caused 
by cheap books in this country. It says that many who could not afford 
good American books -- people of the intelligentsia, like clergymen and 
teachers -- could satisf y their longing for good books by buying cheap 
reprints.1 
Back in the 1840's Sir Charles Lyell was impressed by what cheap 
literature had done for America. 
It may ••• be s t rictly said of English writers in general, 
that they are better known in America than in Europe •••• Of the 
best English works of fiction, published at 31 shillin~ in 
England, ani for about sixpence here .{the United state_§( it is 
estimated that about ten times as many copies are sold in the 
United States as in Great Britain; nor need we wonder at this, 
when we consider that day laborers in an American village often 
purchase a novel by Scott, Bulwer, or Dickens, or a popular his-
498-9. 
lQuoted by Publ:~sher 1 s Weekly, XXIII, 17 (April 28, 1883), pp. 
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tory, such as Alison 's Eur. £s~ (published at 1:13 in England 
and 16 shillings in America), and read it in spare moments, while 
persons in a much hi gher station in England are debarred from a . 
similar intellectual treat for reasons of economy. 
Lyell then menti ons the steady increase of the reading public in 
America and says that as the increase continued "the quality of the books 
read is decidedly improving. About four years ago, 40,000 copies were 
printed of the ordinary common-place novels published in England, of which 
sort they now sell about 8ooo.ul 
Years later, t he Scientific American had its own version of this 
same argument. 
Under the influence of the present copyright laws our home 
publishers have for years been enabled to fill the country with 
the choicest books and periodicals at the lowest prices. The edu-
cative effects of t his vast supply of standard literary matter 
have been astonishing. We have become the greatest reading people 
in the world.2 
Thus, the reading public greatly benefited by a lack of interna~ 
tional copyright. So did the publishers, or some of them, obviously. The 
booksellers and the book makers benefited. But did the authors benefit? 
They did not seem to think so. However, there were some people who thought 
they did. 
Lyell denied that authors suffered. He justified his denial by 
saying of Prescott's Ferdinand~ Isabella, of his Mexico, and of his 
~' that very large editions had been sold at high prices, and that 
lLyell, ~· ~., p. 251. One need not wonder where Lyell got his 
information. He gives i t coincidental with an account of a. visit to the 
Harper plant. The Harper s were, of course, strongly anti-copyright at 
that time. 
2c. N. Bovee, Jr ., The So-Called Copyright 1lll!' p. ll. 
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Prescott had received a good profit from this.1 The Scientific American 
said, in 1888, that, under the cop,yright system of that time 
no citizen who can produce anything worth reading lacks for 
employment or emolument. It is agreed on all sides that no country 
was ever blassed with so many able authors as the United States. 
They ought to be well rewarded, and under the law as it stands 
they are.2 
A. J. Hopkins, in a speech to the House of Representatives, said 
in 1890, 
The State and the people have done nearly or quite as much 
for the author as he has for them. Take the United States, for 
example. The founding of our common school system, the establish-
ing of academies, the creation of great universities, the collec-
tion of large librari es, and the general diffusion of intelligence 
among our people have created a condition of affairs that for our 
authors has placed them on a vantage ground as compared with many 
other callings and vocations. Their surroundings and associations 
first inspire and then develop their literary ability, and if 
they possess any originality or real merit they have a reading 
constituency in their country who are not slow to recognize their 
claims. 
Hopkins said that American authors had a great reading market in 
this country. He compiled figures from Publisher's Week1y and found that 
the number of books published in this country had increased ll2 per cent 
from 18Bo to 1888. He estimated that 4,437,000 volumes had been published 
in that eight-year period.3 
It was said that even with their international copyright the 
British in the '70's and 180 1 s were turning out books as cheap as those 
printed in the United States.4 This was used as an argument for interna-
lLyel~, £E• cit., p. 252. 
2Quoted by Bovee, £E• ~., p. 12. 
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%eported by Publisher's 1rJ"eekly, XXXVII, 19 (May 10, 1890), p. 613. 
4see above., p. 
tional copyright. Yet t here are witnesses against that argument. J. R. 
Robertson, a Canadian, said in 1888 that if Canadi ans bought cheap Ameri-
can editions of Haggard's books they paid only 25¢. But if they bought 
British editions they had to pay 6 shillings sterl ing.l The Canadian Book-
seller of Toronto said the same year that a Canadian could sell ten copies 
of an American book to one of the same book manufactured in Britain.2 
Bovee stated that with international copyright the price of Eng-
lish books in America would increase 100 per cent to 500 per cent. 
That the price would increase is proven by the fact that 
many works which are now sold in the United States for 20¢ per 
copy cannot be had i n England for less than 50¢ to $1.00 or more 
per copy. This is because they are copyrighted in England but 
not in t he United St ates.3 
Bovee gives the following table of George Eliot's works:4 
The Mill on the Floss 
Middleiiiarcli -- ---
Daniel Deronda 
Adam Bede 
Cheapest 
English edition 
$ .87 
1.87 
1.87 
.87 
Cheapest 
U. s. edition 
~~ .20 
.20 
.20 
.20 
This sort of thing was a favorite device of the anti-copyright 
people. In 1844, John Campbell made up this list:5 
Pickwick Papers 
D1 Israeli 1 s Amenities of Literat ure 
Nicholas Nickleb[ 
Southey's Poetical Works 
$ 5.!>00 
10~00 
5.oo 
12.50 
$ 2.00 
1.75 
2.00 
3.50 
lPublisher's Weekly, XXXIV, 17 (Oct. 27, 1888), p. 611. 
2Ibid., P• 613. 
3sovee, 2£• cit., p. 16. 
4Ibid., P• 17. 
5John Campbell, Considerations and Arguments Proving ~ Inexpe-
diency of ~ International Copyright Law, p. 4. 
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And in 1853 Henry c. Carey gaYe this:1 
~~ 
Cheapest 
English edition 
$ 5.00 
Cheapest 
u. s. edition 
$ 2.00 
1.75 7.5o 
4.50 per vol. .40 
Hallam 1 s Middle Ages 
Macauley's HistoEY of England 
At the end of his pamphlet Bovee made a long list comparing Eng-
lish and American prices of certain books. Below is a partial reproduction 
of that list:2 
Author and book 
Trollope, Life of Cicero, 2v. 
Fitzgerald, Life of Geor ge IV 
Trevelyan, Life of c. J. Fox 
English price 
24s 
Trevelyan, Life and-Lettersof Macaulay 
Green, History of England, 4v. 
Kinglake, Crimean War, 4v. 
Ranke, Universal HiStory, Vol. I 
McCarthy, History of Q:! Times, 2v. 
Reid, Life of Sydney Smith 
Taylor, Autobiography, 2v. 
Wallace, Russia 
Bagehot, English Constitution 
Bain, Political Essays 
Kossuth, Memoirs of~ Exile 
Lecky, Engla!!9; 3:!! the l Bt h Century, 4v. 
Jackson, Old Regime 
Kemble, Records of a Gir l hood 
Maine, Popular Government 
Symondi, Renaissance in Ita1y, 5v. 
30 
18 
36 
64 
96 
16 
48 
21 
32 
24 
7s 6d 
4s 6d 
lOs 6d 
72 
21 
3ls 6d 
12 
80 
Am. price Am. reprint 
$ 9.60 ~~ 3.00 
12.00 2.00 
7.20 2.50 
14.40 1.75 
25.60 10.00 
38.40 s.oo 
6.40 2.50 
19.20 2.5o 
8.40 3.00 
12.80 3.00 
9.60 2.00 
3.00 2 .• 00 
1.80 1.50 
4.20 2.00 
28.80 9.00 
8.40 2.25 
12.60 2.50 
4.80 2.75 
32.00 10 .. 00 
Senator Zebulon Vance of North Car olina stood up in the Senate on 
February 13, 1891, and intoned this noble sentiment: "I had rather, Mr. 
President, be the means of placing a cheap book ••• in the hands of one 
poor, ambitious boy, which might stimulate him to great exertions in life 
~enry c. Carey, ~~ ~ International Copyright, p. 3. 
2Bovee, ££• ~., P• 23. For Simond 1s argument against this sort 
of thing, see above, p. 134. 
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than to put a million doLlars in the pockets of the Harpers, or any other 
publishing house, by this copyright bill.111 
Publisher's Weekly said in 1884 that "the opposition to an inter-
national copyright bill comes ••• from a ••• fear on the part of Congress-
men that they would hear from their constituents if they did anything to 
increase the price of books."2 
It appears that those who opposed international copyright may be 
placed in certain general categories~ 
Against copyright 
(1) The man in the street 
(2) Most of the South 
(3) Many in the West 
(4) Host Democrats 
(5) Organized labor (until the very end) 
( 6) Country newspapers 
For copyright 
(1) Authors, almost unanimously 
(2) Most publishers 
(3) Most of the Northeast 
(4) Colleges 
(5) Cultured people 
(6) Most of the wealthy (7) Most conservatives 
Samuel Goodrich said, in 1856, that he believed that the great 
majority of the American people opposed international copyright.3 Whether 
this is true or not, many politicians apparently believed that it was, 
right up to the time the international copyright bill was passed. Spencer 
says that the opposition to international coP,yright was Jeffersonian.4 
Presumably he referred to that element which believed in states' rights, 
governmental economy, low taxes, and low tariffs. A Jeffersonian would 
favor the agricultural i nterests and therefore, in the 1880's, would prob-
ably be a Free Silver man. 
lcongressional Record, 51st Congress, 2nd Session, Vol. XXII, Part 
III, P• 2614. --
2Publisher's Weekl.y, XXV, 13 (March 29, 1884), p. 379. 
3Goodrich, 2E• cit., p. 360. 
4spencer, 2E• cit., p. 145. 
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In the year 1890, two important measures put through Congress 
were the Sherman Silver Pnr chase Act and the McKinley Tariff. To find out 
what sort of men were vot ing against international copyright, it is en-
lightening to examine the votes in the Senate on these issues, and see if 
the opponents of international copyright were Jeffersonians, in accordance 
with t he definition gi ven of a Jeffersonian of t he 1880 1s. 
On August 4th, 5th and 7th, 1890, the Senate was voting on amend-
ments that raised tariff duties on various items. There .was a total of 
four such votes during t hat time. The following Senators voted against 
the raises:1 
Barbour, Va. (D) 
Ba·te, Tenn. (D) 
Berry, Ark. (D) 
Blackburn, Ky. (D) 
Butler, s. C. (D) 
Carlisle, Ky. (D) 
Cockrell, Mo. (D) 
Coke, Tex. (D) 
Colquitt, Ga. (D) 
Daniel, Va. (D) 
George, Miss. (D) 
Gorman, Md. (D) 
Gray, Md. (D) 
Hampton, s. c. (D) 
Harr is, Tenn. (D) 
Jones, Ark. (D) 
McPherson, N. J. (D) 
Morgan, Ala. (D) 
Paddock, Neb. (R) 
Pasco, Fla. (D) 
Payne, Ohio (D) 
Plumb, Kans. (R) 
Pugh, Ala. (D) 
Ransom, N. c. (D) 
Reagan, Tex. (D) 
Turpie, Ind. (D) 
Vance, N. c. (D) 
Vest, Mo. (D) 
Voorhees, Ind. (D) 
Walthall, Miss. (D) 
Wilson, IV.d . (D) 
On the vote for an amendment to the Bullion Bill (question of 
coinage of silver) July 10, 1890, one finds these Senators voting ~ogether 
on the Free Silver side of the issue:2 
Barbour Coke Hampton Ransom 
Bate Colquitt Harris Reagan 
Blackburn Daniel Jones, Ark. (D) Turpi.e 
Call, Fla. (D) Faulkner, W. Va. (D) Kenna, W. Va. (D) Vance 
Carlisle Gibson, La. (D) McPherson Vest 
Cockrell Gorman Pasco Voorhees 
Pugh I.Jalthall 
!congressional Record, 51st Congress, 1st Session, Vol. XXI, 
Part VIII, PP• B10J:i, 8151;-8'255. 
2Ibid., p. 7109. 
On the vote for international copyright, on February 18, 1891, 
and on March 4, 1891 (the last vote taken on it), one finds these Senators 
voting against international copyright:l 
Bate Coke Harris Pierce, N. D. (R) 
Berry Cockrell Jones, Ark. (D) Pugh 
Call Daniel Mitchell, Ore. (R) Reagan 
Carlisle George Pasco Vance 
Casey, N. D. (R) Hale, Me. (R) Pettigrew, s. D. (R) Vest 
Nost of the men voting against copyright were Southerners; and, 
of course, most of them were Democrats. A sprinkling of western Republi-
cans is noticeable. There is one eastern Republican -- Hale of Maine. His 
vote is explained qy the fact that he was notorious for his devotion to 
the status quo. There were men who had consistently opposed copyright 
whose names do not appear in the vote against it. Some of them finally 
voted for it. Some did not vote at all. In the debates in the Senate, one 
found Gray of Maryland and Plumb of Kansas quite conspicuously against 
copyright. Ransom of North Carolina and vJalthall of Mississippi had voted 
against the Chace Bill in 1888. Daniel of Virginia, a man who always had 
much to say, played quite similar parts in both the Free Silver fight and 
the copyright fight. Among those against international copyright in both 
houses there were gold men like Gray of Maryland and Sherman of Ohio; and 
there were protectionists like Hale of Haine and Kelley of Pennsylvania. 
One Free Silver man who favored copyright was Tucker of Virginia, who was 
Chairman of the House Judicial Committee; and one low-tariff man who fa-
vored copyright was Breckinridge of Kentucky. But most of the gold men and 
the high tariff men supported copyright, and most of the Free Silver and 
the lov1 tariff men opposed. it . 
3888. 
libid., Vol. XXII, Part III, P• 2849, and Vol. XXII, Part IV, P• 
14.5 
On the whole it may be said that the international copyright 
movement in Congress was a Republican affair, though it was b.f no means 
entirely so. Samuel 1. Clemens, perhaps in one of his disillusioned mo-
ments, said in 1890, that there was no hope of getting an international 
copyright bill passed by a Republican Congress. Publisher's Weekly thought 
this was unjust, and said, "The bill [Chace Bi:g? was passed b.f a Republi-
can Senate and it received in the last Democratic House the adhesion of a 
great body of Republicans, while on the other hand, many Democrats were 
slov.r to give their adhesion because of the restrictive features of the 
bill. 111 In contradiction to Clemens was the fear of the proponents in De-
cember, 1890, that they would never get their bill through a Democratic 
Congress, and that it had to be passed before the Democratic Congress took 
over in !vlarch, 1891.2 Though the proponents were very careful not to let 
international copyright become a partisan affair, the fact is that more 
Republicans favored it than did Democrats.3 In this the Southern Demo-
crats, who were pretty unanimously against it, make the difference. 
The South was almost, but not quite, unanimously against interna-
tional copyright, if we may judge by the stand taken by its representa-
tives in the Senate. The ~lest was also strongly against it. An Englishman 
who visited this country i n 1876 reported that the farmers did not like 
international copyright because they had tta growing conviction of the in-
utility and injurious effects of the system of patents." Representative 
1Publisher1s Week~ XXXVII, 1 (Jan. 4, 1890), p. 7. 
2see below, p. 18?. 
3See the votes on the Platt-simonds Bill, Appendix XIV, pp. 
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:tvrcAdoo of New Jersey said at the American Copyright League's celebration 
dinner, April 13, 1891, t hat the opposition was particularly stiff among 
the western farmers, 
where there is a popular feeling against copyright in general, 
stimulated ~ the experience of the Western people with patent 
laws. Our friends of the Farmers 1 Alliance have become very much 
prejudiced against the protection of products of the brain, wheth-
er that production be a. book or an invention of a material thing.l 
The Grange, through its cooperatives, had tried unsuccessfully to 
fight the great farm machinery monopoly. The Farmers' Alliance was carry-
ing on the fight. The monopoly fed on patents which gave it exclusive 
manufacturing rights, and allowed it to stifle all competition and charge 
the highest possible prices. The patents were sometimes obtained by rather 
unscrupulous means; or, at least, so thought the farmers. 
One of the favorit e arguments against international copyright was 
that it would create a monopoly. It was not quite clear who would benefit 
from the monopoly. Some said that British publishers would. Some said 
American publishers. Some only hinted at it darkly, without saying just 
who would have the monopoly. The Scientific American appears to suggest 
vaguely that it would be a monopoly for British publishers, or British 
authors, when it says, "The money paid to American authors remains within 
the country. The extension of copyright monopoly to foreigners would en-
able them to draw millions out of the country. 112 Bovee thinks it would be 
a monopoly for American publishers. He says, 
lPublisher's Week1y, XXXIX, 16 (April 18, 1891), p. 569. 
2Q~oted by Bovee, ££• cit., p. 1~. 
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by giving to the publishers an absolute control of the sale 
of a book, they will be given the power to fix the price they 
will make as great as they can. The greater the demand for the 
work the higher they will raise the price.l 
The Harpers, before they changed their mind about copyright, were 
also using the "monopoly" argument. When c. E. Appleton, of the London 
Athenaeum, proposed to them an international copyright plan in 1875 by 
which American publishers would take English books and manufacture them 
and then pay the English authors royalty, James Harper wrote to him: 
But your remedy, I fear, would be worse than the disease. It 
would create a monopoly which would make books dearer, check the 
appetite for reading, contract the market and ultimately enfeeble 
the publishing and bookselling business.2 
In 1873, Harper had written Charles Reade that international copy-
right would create a monopoly in this country for Briti sh publishers, "a 
monopoly which would be i njurious to the entire publishing business of 
America and ultimately to the diffusion of good books at low prices.n3 
Of somewhat like mind was Henry c. Carey, who said that copyright would 
bring monopolization, either by English firms, who would drive American 
publishers out of business, or by great American firms .4 In the debate in 
the House in May, 1890, Representative Mills of Texas spoke of interna-
tional copyright as giving a monopoly to foreign authors,5 and in the 
Senate in February, 1891, Daniels of Virginia said that it would create 
libid., p. 17. 
2Harper, £E• cit. , pp. 382-383. 
3Ibid., letter of Sept. 9, 1873, p. 343. 
4Quoted by c. E • .Appleton, "American Efforts After International 
Copyright," Fortnigh~ !!~, CXXII (Feb. 1, 1873), P• 238. 
5Publisher 1s WeekLf, XXXVII, 19 (May 10, 1890), P• 615. 
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a publishing monopoly, and would make foreigners rich out of American 
pockets.l 
The fact seems to be that the term "monopoly" was a favorite 
scareword of the 1880 1s. Similar to the word "socialism" today, it was 
tagged on anything that one did not like. 
Among those against copyright one should no doubt include the 
anti-intellectuals, the super-patriots, and the materialists. Representa-
tive 0. B. Potter, of New York, is a good example of this type of oppo-
nent. In a letter to publ i sher's Week17, written April 11, 1884, Potter 
wrote: 
I am in favor of protecting authors, whether foreign or Amer-
ican, by copyright so far as this can be justly done consistently 
with the interests of the people of this country; but I doubt 
very much whether an author in a dukedom or other unimportant 
foreign country should be afforded the protection of the courts 
of this great country in exchange, upon equal terms, for similar 
rights to be given to American authors in countries of so much 
less importance and extent. 
In this country, unlike most others, fortunately, laboring 
men and their familie s all read, and it is certainly .for the in-
terest of the people that good books be brought within their 
reach at a reasonable price, and that no policy should be sup-
ported by their government which will exclude or prevent this. 
In ~ judgment, the subject requires very careful consideration; 
more so than I have t hus far been able to give it. I do not think 
that foreign authors, who generally do not write much in advance 
of the thought of the world, should receive a higher degree of 
protection, or for a longer period, than is afforded to that 
class of our citizens llho, by their inventions, enlarge the 
boundaries of or creat e new human arts. At the present time the 
country seems bent upon destroying, or reducing to the minimum, 
the protection to Ameri can inventors, who have contributed more 
to the progress, happiness, wealth, and achievements of the 
country than all the foreign authors since the days o! Shake-
speare.2 
1speeeh in the Senate, Congressional Record, 51st Congress, 2nd 
Session, Vol. XXII, Part III (Feb. 9, 1891), pp. 2608-2612. 
2Publisher 1 s Weekly, XXV, 17 (April 26, 1884), p. 509. 
149 
The cheap book publishers, of course, opposed international copy-
right until the cheap book business got badly out of control. Among pub-
lishers, however, the center of resistance was always in Philadelphia. 
There were three big publi shers there who were predominant in opposing 
international copyright. All of them were descendants of Mathew Carey. 
One of them was Henry c. Carey, an economist and publisher, and son of 
Mathew. He did not believe in copyright, yet he had the reputation of 
making adequate payments to British authors whose works his 1·1rm reprinted. 
He was a protectionist and an intense nationalist. He was also strongly 
anti-British. The second o1· this very ini"luential triumvirate was Henry 
Carey Baird, grandson o1· Mathew Carey, and a publisher also. He wrote 
much on economic themes, was a protectionist and at the same time a Green-
backer. The third was Henry c. Lea, another grandson o1' Mathew Uarey. He 
was the most learned of t he three, a historian and political reformer as 
well as a publisher.l 
In 1873, Henry Carey Baird presided over a meeting in Philadelphia 
concerning the various bill s before Congress at that time. He was the 
chief inspiration for the following resolutions adopted by this meeting~ 
(1) That thought, unless expressed, is the property of the 
thinker; when given to the world, it is, as light, free to all. 
(2) As property it can only demand the protection of the mu-
nicipal laws of the country to which the thinker is subject. 
(3) The author of any country, by becoming a citizen of this 
country , and assuming and performing the duties thereof, can 
have the same protection that an American author has. 
1Biographical infor mation is taken from the Dictionary of American 
Biography, passim. 
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(4) The trading of privileges to foreign authors for privi-
leges to be granted to Americans is not just, because the inter-
est of others than themselves may be sacrificed thereby. 
(5) Because the good of the whole people, and the safety of 
republican institutions, demand that books shall not be made 
costly for the multitude by giving the power · to foreign authors 
to fix their price here as well as abroad. 
(6) We oppose the bill as proposed in New York £"Appleton 
Bilj{ because it would enable the foreign author and his assignee 
in this country, by an absolute monopoly in the production, to 
fix the price of his book without fear of competition. 
(7) Because the great capitalists on the Atlantic seaboard 
would naturally represent to foreign authors their world-wide 
reputation; the security of authors in dealing with them; their 
greater facilities for the distribution of books, thus central-
izing the production of them in a few hands. 
(8) Finally, because the reprints of really valuable works 
on science, which are now published at prices so low in this 
country that the day-laborer can afford to purchase them, would 
be raised by an "international copyright 11 , or a proposed modifi-
cation thereof, beyond his means, and he would be obliged to con-
fine his purchases mainly to cheap literature, not improving to 
his mind, frequently immoral in its tendency, and inculcating, 
not rarely, principles dangerous to the peace of society.1 
Armed with the above resolutions, a delegation from Philadelphia 
was sent to the hearings on copyright before the Library Committee in 
Washington. The delegation was headed by w. P. Hazard and Roger Sherman. 
Sherman, a prosperous Philadelphia publisher, thought along the same lines 
as the Carey clan. Hazard, according to an anonymous person who wrote to 
Publisher's \feekly, represented the Philadelphia paper dealers and the 
type setters. 2 They financed his trip and he eventually made a report to 
lPUblisher•s Weekly, I, 3 (Feb. 1, 1872), pp. 69-70. w. B. Evans, 
bookseller of Philadelphia, who favored copyright, refuted one of Baird's 
arguments by saying that :in twenty years no day laborer had bought a 
scientific work from him. Publisher's Weekly, I, 5 (Feb. 15, 1872), p. 131. 
2r..etter to Publisher 1 s Weekly, signed "One of the Committee", I, 
9 (March ), 1872), p. 232 .• 
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them, which Publisher's Weekly printed. There is nothing in the report of 
interest to this paper except the mention that artists were represented 
at the meeting by Thomas Nast, who opposed copyright. 1 
Years later, in 1886, Roger Sherman stated his reasons for opposing 
international copyright: 
I. Because it is the clamor of two hundred authors against 
the interests of 55,ooo,ooo people. 
II. Cheap literature is a large factor in cheap education, 
and the unparalleled intellectual development in the United States 
is due to cheap literature. 
III. Because it is another step toward yielding our Market 
to the English manufacturers; a market in which they took no part 
in creating, and whose creation they would have prevented if they 
could. 
IV. Because it would grant to foreigners a privilege which 
the Founders of our government intended should be granted only to 
its citizens for the purpose of encouraging a national literature, 
and not for the pecuniary benefit of individuals. 
V. Because it would be the foreign publisher and ·not the 
author who would benefit. 
VI. Because of the difficulty of carrying out the law in ac-
cordance with its spirit, and of opening a wide door for frauds 
against the interests of our working classes. 
VII. Because it is against the spirit of our Constitution 
that the minority shall dictate to the majority, and that monop-
olies shall be created for raising the price of a necessity. 
VIII. Because it is a pretense that native authors cannot 
live in competition with free literature. The American market is 
ready and willing to take more good literature than native talent 
can offer, and is compelled to seek foreign productions. 
IX. Because if a sufficiency of good American literature were 
offered, it would drive out the worst of the foreign, which would 
never become acclimatized, and create a healthy demand for better 
works. 
1Publisher 1s ~y, I, 8 (March 7, 1872), p. 208. 
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X. Because the wor ks of the best foreign authors stimulate 
our own to greater efforts, and afford that healthful competition 
so necessary to ultimate success. 
XI. Because the experience of the past foreshadows the future, 
and owing to the cheapness of the editorial advantages offered by 
our national policy to the masses we can show more intellectual 
development in the United States than can be shown in any other 
country of the world. 
XII. Because it would be wrong to force the people to pay for 
what they now have free, and create difficulties where now none 
exist. 1 
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Another influential source of opposition to international copy-
right was the American News Company, which distributed the Lakeside and the 
Seaside Libraries, and which held out to the bitter end against the meas-
ure. 2 
Yet another strong opponent was the country newspapers. Almost 
every rural weekly added to its appeal and its size by taking what were 
known as "patent insides". These "insides" consisted of a sheet or two 
which the paper bought, f illed with advertising and reading matter, usu-
ally in the form of British novels. There might be room in the sheets for 
local items, which the paper put in itself. These padded out the paper 
and made it more attractive. Much of this sort of material was supplied 
by one organization, the American Press Association. Obviously, an inter-
national copyright would make it expensive to get the material for the 
'iinsides".J There was a l obby in Washington working in the interests of 
1Roger Sherman, Open Letter ~ the Members of the American Copy-
right League, PP• 1-2 
2r.etter from the Harpers to A. D. F. Randolph, Harper, £E.• cit., 
p. 446. 
3Speech of H. o. Houghton at a meeting of the International Copy-
right Association of Boston, Dec. 31, 1888, Publisher's Weekly, XXXV, 1 
(Jan. 5, 1889), p. 8. 
the American Press Association and the rural newspapers, against interna-
tional copyright.l 
Some papers stole their own novels. Such piracy was justified by 
Colonel Schleicher of Albany, a newspaper publisher, in these words: "We 
don't steal for ourselves; we steal for the benefit of the public. 112 
Eventually the country newspapers and their suppliers began to 
come around to international copyright. It was pointed out to them that 
the Chace Bill would not interfere with their "patent insides", since 
under the bill material from British magazines, upon which they were de-
pending to a great extent, could not practically be copyrighted, because 
of the simultaneous publication clause.3 
One of the chief reasons why international copyright was so long 
delayed was the opposition of the trades that had anything to do with the 
manufacture of books. The opposition here came from both employers and em-
ployees, and both were strongly organized. The outstanding organizations 
in the trades having to do with book manufacturing were the Typographers' 
Unions and the Typothetae, or employing printers. Both had a great deal 
of weight with Congress. It was on their account that the manufacturing 
clause was adopted for the Chace Bill and the Platt-Simonds Bill. The de-
mand for this clause was due to the fear that the British, with cheap 
labor and cheaper materials (due to America's high tariffs) would take 
all book manufacturing away from this country, if there were an interna-
1Edward s. Bradley, Henry Charles ~' p. 229. 
2Publisher•s Weekly, XXXIV, 13 {Sept. 29, 1888), p. 486. 
3]bid., XXXVII, 1 (Feb. 15, 1890), p. 276. 
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tional copyright. The opponents of copyright claimed that its lack had 
encouraged paper manufacturing, chemical, type, and printing industries. 
It had helped support the railroads, the steamship lines, and the tele-
graph.l The coming of international copyright would deprive many paper 
makers, printers, and countless others involved in the process of book 
manufacturing, of their livelihood. These people preferred no copyright 
at all. But, if there had to be a copyright, they wanted a manufacturing 
clause -- a provision that all books copyrighted in America must be manu-
factured in America. This would preserve the nation's bookmaking industry. 
They also wanted a clause prohibiting the importation of foreign books. 
Eventually, when the international copyright bill gave them those things, 
they began to show more enthusiasm for copyright. 
The most powerful of the Typographers' Unions, that of New York, 
was supporting international copyright by the middle 1880's, and played a 
major part in bringing it about. However, Typographers outside of New 
York dragged their feet. In 1888, at a convention in New York, the New 
York Typographers were unable to persuade their outside brothers to join 
the cause. The over-all feeling of the convention was that copyright 
would benefit no one but the publishers. 2 
The Typothetae came out for international copyright at their na-
tional convention in 1889, and appointed a delegate, Theodore De Vinne, 
lBovee, op. cit., p. 12. 
2Publisher 1s Weekly, XXXIV, 13 (Sept. 29, 1888), p. 488. 
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to act in conference with the copyright leagues. They emphasized that all 
copyrighted books must be published in America.1 
Another powerful trade organization, the National Lithographers 
Association, had refused to have anything to do with the Chace Bill. But, 
when the House passed the Platt-Simonds Bill in December, 1890, and it 
looked as though copyright were inevitable, the Lithographers demanded a 
part in determining the provision~ of the bill. 2 
In July, 1890, Samuel Gompers, president of the American Federa-
tion of Labar, came out in favor of international copyright and of the 
Platt-Simonds Bill.3 This must have helped swing the book manufacturing 
unions. 
The manufacturing clause and the ban against the importation of 
foreign books did much to convert the unions and employers of the book 
manufacturing trades. Also, there were two arguments made which evidently 
the trade interests accepted. One of these was that the manufacturing 
clause would bring printing here that had previously been done abroad, and 
that the passage of the Platt-Simonds Bill would transfer the publishing 
business of the world from England to the United States. That, of course, 
would mean more work than ever for the American book makers.4 The other 
argument was that the reprint business was just about played out in 1890. 
1Ibid., XXXVI, 15 (Oct. 12, 1889), P• 539. 
2R. u. Johnson, op. ~., pp. 247-249. 
3Publisher 1 s Weekly, XXXVII, 8 (Aug. 23, 1890), P• 227. 
4Ibid., XXXVI, 15 (Oct. 12, 1889), p. 538. 
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J. L. Kennedy of the Typographers' Union said that, in 1890, "only scores 
of printers are employed in such work where formerly hundreds were em-
ployed.111 
1Kennedy at a hearing before the House Judicial Committee, Jan. 
30, 1890, Ibid., XXXVII, 5 (Feb. 1, 1890), p. 229. 
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CHAPI'ER VIII 
THE STRUGGLE FOR INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT, 1865 TO 1891 
The post-Civil War period was a time of tremendous economic expan-
sion and population expansion. It brought great changes in all phases of 
American life, and it, naturally, had great effect on American literature 
and all facets of the book business -- writing, manufacturing, and pub-
lishing. Americans, in this period, though no more talented than in any 
other, were certainly more vigorous, more materialistic, and less fastid-
ious than ever. These qualities all showed up in book production with the 
result that things got badly out of hand. Accompanying this wild develop-
ment was the fight for international copyright -- now more realistic and 
sustained than it had been before the War. A new crop of authors and pub-
lishers sprang up after the War, and they were, in keeping with the times, 
less dealers in, and producers of, art than they were professional men. 
They knew much better than their predecessors how to fight for what they 
wanted. The international copyright movement, after a halting beginning, 
picked up momentum in the late 1870's and, in spite of stubborn opposition, 
became irresistible in the middle 1880's, and battled its way to final vic-
tory as the 1890's began. 
As soon as the Civil War 1v-as .finished_, the agitation for interna-
tional copyright was renewed. In February, 1866, the petitions began to 
come into Congress. During February, March and April, Senator Sunmer a-
lone presented eleven petitions for international copyright. 
In November., 1867, Dickens arrived in the United States for a sec-
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ond visit. Once more, he hoped to stir up sentiment for copyright. This 
time he gave readings of his works in various cities, and was greeted ev-
erywhere with tremendous enthusiasm. In 1868, Anthony Trollope came over. 
He came in a semi-official capacity, in that he had a commission from the 
British Foreign Office to work for copyright.1 He too was feted, feasted 
and acclaimed. It is not possible to tell what effect these two English-
men had on the international copyright movement. At least they probably 
did awaken some new enthusiasm for it. 
On January 16, 1868, Congressman Arnell of Tennessee offered a res-
olution to the House requesting the Library Committee to inquire into the 
subject of international copyright, and to determine the best means for the 
2 
encouragement of cheap literature and the protection of authors. The res-
olution went through, but that was the last heard of it. In February, 
J. D. Baldwin, Representative from Massachusetts, introduced a copyright 
bill, which had the approval of the Copyright Association of New York. It 
went to the Library Committee, but was lost in the excite~ent of the im~ 
peacbment of President Johnson, and was never brought out.3 
From 1870 to 1873 there was an all-out fight for the cause, 'With 
both sides mobilizing their full forces. 
It started with a new proposal for a treaty. In 1870, the British 
Minister, Thornton, suggested a treaty, which became known as the Clarendon 
Treaty. This aroused little enthusiasm among American publishers be-
1rrollope, Autobiography, .2E.• _ill., P• 275. 
2 . 
Solberg, Copyright !!!, Congress, .2E.• _ill., p. 14. 
3Putnam, Copyright, .2E.• ~., P• 43. 
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cause they believed that it too much favored the British publishers. Among 
those opposing it was W. H. Appleton, long an advocate of international copy-
1 
right. It was not even seriously considered in America. 
On December 6, 1871, Representative Cox of New York -- the famous 
11 Sunset11 Cox -- introduced a new copyright bill, practically identical with 
2 
the one brought in by Baldwin in 1868. The bill had two readings and went 
to the Library Committee. Cox did not let it die there, but pressed for 
consideration in a resolution which he put through on December 18. In Jan-
uary, the Library Committee announced that it would hold a hearing on the 
bill, and invited all interested parties to attend.3 
Before the hearing, other bills were introduced. One was backed by 
the Copyright Association, with Charles Bristed taking the lead in trying 
to get Congressional consideration for it. This bill proposed simply that 
the authors of any country that gave American authors copyright would be 
given all the benefits of United States copyright. A feature of this bill 
which brought opposition to it was that it could be accused of ignoring 
the interests of American publishers.4 Under it a book manufactured in 
England could get full protection in this country. Not only the .American 
publishers, but the worlanen who had a part in the manufacture of books did 
not care for this bill. 
Along with that measure, something new in copyright proposals was 
presented to the Library Committee by Representative Elderkin. Senator 
1Supplement ~Publisher's Weekly, Letter to London Times, Oct. 1871. 
2solberg, CopYrigh~ .!!! Congress, .2£• _ill., . p. 16. 
3Publisher's Weekly, I, 3 (Feb. 1, 18721 P• 69. 
4Ibid., I, 4 (Feb. 8, 1872), PP• 94-95. 
Sherman of Ohio, and Congressman Beck of Kentucky, neither of whom was 
impressed by the usual copyright proposals, took this up and made it into 
a bill. Under it any American publisher could reprint any British author, 
if the publisher paid a 5% royalty.1 This was meant to be a compromise 
measure, a substitute for copyright. But it seems to have aroused little 
interest among authors and publishers. Apparently there were too many un-
certainties in it, and too little morality. Sherman, though he seemed to 
have all the qualifications of a good proponent of copyright, proved to be 
one of its irreconcilable opponents. R. U. Johnson, in trying to explain 
this, said that he thought that Sherman was somewhat confused on the sub-
ject of literary property.2 
There was another bill in Congress at that time, one submitted by 
the New York publisher, \rJ. H. Appleton. This bill had strong support in 
New York, and was the measure that was taken most seriously. It was de-
signed to afford the American publisher maximum protection. It provided 
that 
(1) No person except an American publisher shall hold copyright 
of a foreign book in the United States -- and he only as the assignee 
of the author. 
(2) The book nmst in every part be manufactured in the United 
States of home made material. 
(G) All foreign editions of such works shall be absolutely ex-
cluded from the country. 
(4} The book nmst be registered in the United States and pub-
1c. E. Appleton, Fortnightl~ Review, CXXII, (Feb. 1, 1877) "Amer-
ican Efforts After Copyright", p. 2 4. 
2 . . 
R. U. Johnson, .2£• ~., P• 252. 
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lished here within three months of its original publication.1 
'While all of this was occurring1 a memorial came to Congress from 
a number of British authors, urging copyright. Among the signatures were 
those of Herbert Spenser, Sir John Lubbock, John Stuart Mill, G.A.Lewes, 
J .A. Froude, John Morley, Thomas Carlyle, and Harriet Martineau. 2 It is 
interesting to note that the last two had signed a similar memorial to 
America, thirty-five years before. It is significant too, that this was 
the last such memorial from England. Perhaps the English discovered that 
their importunities did at least as much harm as they did good with an 
American Congress. 
With the first threat of a serious attempt to obtain international 
copyright, the Philadelphia publishers met in January, drew up a memorial 
against copyright, and appointed a committee to attend the hearings on the 
3 
various bills before Congress. Henry c. Baird presided over the meeting. 
A correspondent of Publisher's Weeklz gave his version of what went on 
there. Baird, he said, was the ruling spirit, seconded by W. P. Hazard. 
Henry c. Lea and others aligned themselves with Baird. Notable dissenters 
were W.,B. Evans and Walter Lippinc0tt. However, "the great bulk of the 
Philadelphia publishers have abstained from taking any active part in the 
controversy and may as well be counted for as against the measure." Baird, 
he goes on to say, 
has a selfish interest, in that most of his profit comes from 
piracy. The present movement in favor of copyright emanated from 
your city, and there is an intense feeling of jealousy existing 
~ublisher1 s Week~y, I, 3 (Feb. 1, 18721 p. 71. 
2Ib. ~., 
3Ibid., 
I, 4 (Feb. 8, 1872h PP• 94-95. 
I, 3 (Feb. 1, 1872), P• 69. 
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here, which excites opposition to anything you may originate.1 
As if to prove the above accusation, Baird wrote to the same per-
iodical on March 4th, taking its editor to task for not presenting the anti-
copyright side. He said, "Do not, in conducting your journal, overlook the 
fact that New York is not the United States of .America, and that she is be-
2 
coming less so every day. n 
This assay at copyright was, indeed, pretty exclusively a New York 
fight. And it may be that conditions for copyright were not much better in 
Boston than they i'rere in Philadelphia. A Bostonian writes (February 12, 
1872): 
As to international copyright our publishers ostensibly take 
but-little interest in it. The leading houses seem to feel that a 
law, satisfactory and just to all parties concerned, is not to be 
expected on the present basis of human nature ••• , that the best 
law that could be passed would discriminate in favor of a -few great 
houses and to the serious detriment of the small dealers ••• • 3 
It should be added that even New York was not unanimous. One 
prominent New York house, Harper's, opposed it. So did Putnam, and Hurd 
& Houghton, insofar as the Appleton Bill was concerned. The daily press of 
New York was almost unanimous against the bill.4 As a matter of fact, Pub-
-
lisher 1 s Weekly quoted a Mr. Seymour who declared that only a very small 
minority of publishers favored Appleton's bill.S 
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The hearing of the Joint Committee on the Library met on February 12. 
1Letter dated Feb. 24, 1872, signed "J.V.W.". Publisher's Weekly, 
I, 7 (Feb. 29, 1872), P• 182. 
2Publisher's Weekly, I, 9 (Mar. 14, 18721 p. 223. 
3Letter signed "B11 • Publisher's Weekly, I, S (Feb. 15, 1872), P• 138. 
4Ibid., P• 134. 
Sibid., PP• 134-135. 
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This committee was made up of Senator Morrill of l'laine, Chairman; Senator 
Howe of Wisconsin; Senator Sherman of Ohio; and Representative Peters (Maine), 
1 Wheeler (New York), and Campbell (Ohio). A Philadelphia delegation was 
there, headed by W.P. Hazard, with J. Potter and Roger Sherman to back him. 
This group stated that it was against any international copyright law what-
ever, at that time. Among others there, was a man named Hubbard with rather 
mysterious connections. He claimed to represent only the people, but he 
brought with him a letter from the Harpers, opposing copyright. He "'ias 
probably the same man whom we shall find much later at a hearing on the 
2 Chace Bill. The pro-copyright people were represented by certain members 
of the American Copyright Association: Bristed, Youmans, A.E. Andrews, and 
R.G. White. The New York publishers were there in the persons of Appleton, 
3 Sheldon, and Van Nostrand. 
It was almost a year before Senator Morrill made his report for the 
committee. It was made on February 7, 1873, and it killed off all proposed 
legislation up to that time. Morrill made these points: 
(1;) These copyright measures would make English books more ex-
pensive, which "would be a hindrance to the diffusion of knov1ledge 
among the people and to the cause of education. n 
(2) They would be "of doubtful advantage to American authors as 
a class." 
(3 .~ They would wreak "an unquestionable and permanent injury to 
the manufacturing interests concerned in printing books." 
(4} Besides, there was no agreement among even the proponents of 
copyright. 
1 Solberg, Copyright in Congres~, ££• cit., p. 17. 
2 
See below, p.174. 
3The material in this paragraph comes from Publisher's WeeklYJ 
I, 5 (Feb. 1.5, 1872), P• 138, and I, 8 (:tt1ar. 7, 1872), PP• 208-209. 
(.5) And such measures would bring on a commercial spirit that 
would be damaging to literature.1 
With Morrill's report, the best attempt to get copyright, up to 
that time, died. The spirit seems to have gone out of the movement. Though 
a new bill (the Banning Bill) was introduced in February, 1874, no one paid 
much attention to it and it quickly disappeared. Publisher's Weekly did not 
even bother to mention it. In January, the Weekly had said, "The American 
movemnt for international copyright is at present quite asleep. n2 
Probably the depression that began in 1873 had much to do with this 
period of quiescence. For there was no more activity until the depression 
was over. 
C. E. Appleton, an Englishman interested in international copyright, 
visited this country for some months in 1876. After he got home he made a 
report in the Fortnightly Review. He said that those in favor of copyright, 
without any qualifications, included the authors of New England and a small 
number of publishers. Also favoring it were "the highest class of news-
papers, not only in New England, but throughout the country, whether free 
traders or protectionists, whether Democrats or Republicans •••• " In the 
opposition stood 
the Penns.ylvania school which opposes international copyright 
of all kinds and with whatever qualification. Of this school, Phil-
adelphia is the head and the aged and much respected economist, 
Mr. Henry C. Carey, is the thinking brain. To this school one firm 
in New York of the first importance, Messrs. F~per and Brothers, of 
Franklin Square, may be said with reservations, to belong, and it 
does not want friends among the trades which are ancillary to the 
publishing trade, such as type-founders, paper-makers, and binders 
libid., III, 8 (Feb. 22, 1873), pp. 191-194. 
2Ibid., V, 2 (Jan. 10, 1874), p. 30. 
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throughout the nation. 
Between these two extremes there are th~~e or four smaller 
groups in favor of international copyright u11der conditions, but 
differing as to what are the best conditions .• We may call these 
groups of intermediate opinion collectively t he New York school ••• 1 
In 1878 a new attempt was made at a copyright treaty. This marks 
a change of heart for the Harpers. Now they camE3 over to the side of copy-
right. This was a matter of the utmost importanc~e to the copyright fight, 
for, as C.E. Appleton said, "It nru.st be remembered that so far as any in-
fluence upon Congress is concerned, the little f:Lnger of Mr. Harper is 
thicker than the loins of all the literary and seientific men in the 
2 United States put together." 
The Harpers now joined with W.H. Appleton in a proposal to amend 
the old Clarendon Treaty · ·, of 1870 in such a way as to bring about 11 full 
reciprocity in English and American copyright, subject to manufacturing 
provisos."3 On November 25, 1878, Harper's wrote to Secretary of State 
Evarts advocating such a treaty and suggesting that a joint commission of 
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English and Americans be appointed by the Secretary and the British Foreign 
Minister to look into it. 4 This proposal became known as the "Harper Treaty'1 • 
As the Harpers conceived it, it did not seem likely to find many 
adherents in England, for it required an English author to get his book 
copyrighted in America by a certain time, or not at all. That meant that 
if the author could not find an American publishE~r in time he could be 
1 
C.E. Appleton, ££• cit., pp. 237-238. 
2
Ibid., P• 293. 
3Publisher 1s Weekly, XV, 4 (Jan. 25, 1879), P• 79. 
4Supplement !£ Publisher's Weekly, p. 2. 
freely pirated.1 It would be particularly hard on an unknown author. 
It turned out to be controversial even in America. In February, 
1880, a memorial favorable to it, signed by John Jay, James Grant Wilson, 
and Nathan Appleton was received by Evarts. In August a memorial from 
fifty-two authors, including Longfellow, Holmes, "Whittier, and Emerson 
approved the treaty. 2 President Hays told W. D. Howells that his admin-
istration would act for international copyright i f the authors and pub-
lishers could agree among themselves on the basis for a treaty.3 But 
there were many who did not like the Harper Trea~r. Some authors did not 
like it because of its requirement that all Unit~i states copyrighted 
books must be manufactured in America. They pointed out that England was 
a free trade nation, while the United States was protectionist, and that 
England would not give us a reciprocal agreement :if we insisted on the 
manufacturing clause. They said that the tariff protects the book in-
dustry anyhow.4 George H. Putnam objected to the manufacturing clause 
because complete remanufacture in the United StatE~ s would be too expen-
sive. He suggested that English and American publ ishers could share the 
cost of manufacture.5 The ~ York Post stated t hat the Harper Treaty was 
finally beaten because of its attempt to compel tl1e foreign author to pub-
lish his book in this country.6 
p. 835. 
1Publisher's Weekly, XXV, 7 (Feb. 16, 1881~ ), p. 201. 
2Both memorials in Publisher's Weekly, XVI II, 25 (Dec. 18, 1880), 
3Howells to Clemens, May 28, 1880, Howell~l , 9e• ~., Vol. I, p. 287. 
4Publisher•s Weekly, XXXI, 2 (Jan. 8, 1887), p. 45. 
5Ibid., XXV, 7 (Feb. 16, 1884), p. 203. 
6Ibid., XXII, 9 {Aug. 26, 1882), p. 230. 
Nevertheless, the treaty idea persisted f or some years. Dana Estes 
later remarked that, in spite of the opposition t o it, it might have been 
successful when Blaine took it up under Garfield ' s administration, if Gar-
1 
field had not been assassinated. In May, 1881, talks concerning such a 
treaty were held between Lord Granville and the -c:·ni ted States Hinister to 
England, James Russell Lowell. But nothing came of them. The Arthur ad-
ministration showed interest in a treaty also, and the State Department 
made confidential inquiries of authors and publishers on March 18, 1882. 
There was little agreement in the answers receiveld, and Secretary of State 
Frelinghuysen stated that he thought it would be easier to amend existing 
2 
copyright laws than it would to get a treaty through. 
In 1880, while the treaty was being discussed, Philadelphia moved 
into action to counter the treaty with a bill of its own. The bill was 
drawn up by Henry C. Lea, who novr became a supporter of international 
copyright. Lea's bill contained the manufacturing clause, as might be ex-
3 
pected. A rivalry developed between the treaty and the bill. The Book 
Trade Association of Philadelphia backed the bill as did seventy-three 
signers of a petition of December, 188o.4 Professor Theodore D. Woolsey 
of Yale waged a one-man fight for the bill, sending three petitions to the 
House in three days, as well as getting his name among the seventy-three 
of the big petition. For the opposition, Senator Cameron of Pennsylvania 
1 
Proceeding§_ !i ~ Meeting !£! ~ Fonna.tion ·21 ~ ~ational 
Copyright Association. This is from a speech by Estes, p. 3. 
2 . Publ~sher's Weekly, x:rv, 6 (Feb. 9, lBBL. ), p. 170. 
3 . . 
Edward Scully Bradley, Henry Charles Lea:J p. 227. 
4 
Publisher's \veekly, XVIII, 25 (Dec. 18, 1880), p. 83.5. 
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brought into the Senate a memorial with many names from Hassachusetts, New 
York, Pennsylvania, and Connecticut, favoring the t reaty. 
The bill failed in connnittee, but there lvas no stopping the move-
ment now. 
Samuel Clemens, in his wild way, wrote to Congress in March, 1880, 
asking for a la1v making the sale of pirated books a penal offense, punish-
able by fine and imprisonment "like any other type of stealing11 • 1 There 
is no evidence that Congress did anything about this. 
Another idea was produced by Representati ve William E. Robinson of 
New York. He introduced a bill in March, 1882, ~rhich was going to take care 
of American literature in an elegant and elaborate way. He wanted to create 
a United States Office of Literature in the Interior Department, and a Unit-
ed States Connnissioner of Literature. The bill 'tlrould also bring internat-
ional copyright. Robinson asked for an appropriation of $1,290,000 for 
this. 2 The bill never got beyond the Committee on Patents. 
In December, 1883, Congressman Patrick Collins of Massachusetts 
brought in a new copyright bill which went to thel Committee on Patents 
where it was lost. 
Early in 1884, there began the last greai; offensive. From then un-
til 1891 there was little let-down. Slowly the opposition was driven back. 
But it was a hard fight. 
On January 8, 1884, Dorsheimer of New York presented a bill to the 
House for international copyright. It was a strcdght grant of privileges 
~owells, .2£• .£!."!?_., p. 284. 
2 Solberg, Copyright i!! Congress,, ~· .£!.!:..,, p. 21. 
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to foreign authors equal to those which were giv~:m to American authors, 
and it contained no provision for manufacture in America. This bill was 
sponsored by the American Copyright League, though its author had not con-
1 
sulted with them before drawing up the measure. After the usual two read-
ings, the bill went to the Judiciary Committee at Dorsheimer' s request. 
Dorshei.mer was a member of this committee. On February 5th, it was re-
ported out favorably and placed on the calendar. On the 18th it was de-
bated. 
The bill provided for a twenty-five year copyright for a foreign 
author, or copyright for life, if he did not live twenty-five years. There 
could be no renewal. Some objected to the fact t hat the copyright ended 
with the author's death. 2 It was pointed out that Americans got twenty-
eight years plus fourteen years renewal, and that it would not be fair to 
discriminate against foreigners. 3 To meet this objection, the Judicial 
Committee inserted an amendment which gave foreigners the same terms as 
4 
Americans. 
It proved to be a very controversial bill . Even some of the 
authors did not like it. Both E. C. Stedman and A. W. Tourgee discovered 
objections to it.5 Others found holes in it, and it seemed that no two of 
6 
the holes were alike. In Boston, Lee & Shepard still preferred a treaty, 
1Publisher1 s Weekly, XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 21, 1888~ p. 59. 
2 . ~., x:J:II, 3 (Jan. 19, 1884), p. 54. 
3Ibid., x:J:II, 4 (Jan. 26, 1884), P• 92. 
4Ibid., XX!'!' 6 (Feb. 9, 1884), P• le9. 
5Ibid., XXV, 8 (Feh 23, 1884), PP• 232-23h 
-6Ibid., 
-
pp. 234-238. 
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and Roberts Brothers did not like the bill at all, though they had long 
advocated international copyright. On the other hand, Little, Brown; 
Cupples, Upham & CompanyJ Houghton, Mifflin & Company; Osgood; and Dana 
1 
Estes all supported the bill. Harper 1s was willing to accept it. So 
was Century Company, E.P. Dutton & Company, Putnam's, Scribner's, Holt's, 
2 
and George Munro. The chief objection was the lack of a manufacturing 
clause. Henry c. Lea and Henry Carey Baird and other protectionists, 
like Representative Kelley of Pennsylvania, oppoBed it.3 In Congress the 
most formidable opposition was led by Representat ive Deuster of Wisconsin. 
Deuster, in the course of the debate, read an ex<~erpt from the Chicago 
Tribune, opposing copyright, saying that it was a monopolistic _ 
scheme to make books dear. The Boston Advertise~ said that Deuster was 
opposing the bill because he was connected with a German publisher in 
Philadelphia who imported and reprinted German books. 4 
Petitions came into Congress from citizens of Media, Pennsylv~ia, 
and from the Chicago Trade and Labor Association, against the measure. 
The bill finally failed because its managers could not get the 
two-thirds vote necessary to suspend the rules ru1d fix a day for its con-
sideration. The vote was 156 for and 99 against~ 
5 
In the post-mortems, Publisher's Weekly said that the bill failed 
1 ~., XXV, 10 (Mar. 8, 1884), PP• 300-301. 
2Ibid., XXV, 7 (Feb. 16, 1884), PP• 201-202. 
3Ibid., XXV, 8 (Feb. 23, 1884), P• 238. 
~eb. 25, 1884, quoted by Publisher's ~~kly, XI-I, 9 (Mar. 1, 1884), 
P• 263. 
-5congressional Record, 48th Congress, 1st Session, Vol. XV, Part II, 
P• 1203. 
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partly because this had been a do-nothing Congress, and partly because there 
had been no meeting of minds among authors, publLshers, and others, as to 
1 
what kind of a bill they wanted. It was pointed out that there had been 
too many political measures on the calendar ahead of it, and that this was 
a presidential election year and the Congressmen were anxious to get to the 
hustings. 2 Dana Estes called it a "very crude bill which did not meet the 
views of either authors or publishers. 113 
In his message to Congress, in December, 1884, President Arthur 
included a paragraph urging international copyright.4 
Petitions continued to come into Congres:3. The most notable of 
these was one in December from the Music Teachers National Association. 
In January, 1885, two bills were brought before Congress, one in 
each house. On the 5th, Representative English of Indiana presented a bill 
which applied only to plays.5 This was referred to the Judicial Committee 
and pigeon-holed there. On the 8th, Senator Hawley of Connecticut sub-
mitted a bill to his house. This one was backed by the American Copyright 
League. A duplicate bill was brought into the House of Representatives 
by Tucker of Virginia and was referred to the Judicial Connni ttee, of which 
Tucker was Chairman. The Hawley Bill went to the Senate Judicial Connni ttee. 
Under this bill a foreign author could either import the finished book into 
this country or have it published here. If he imported it, he would have 
P• 6o. 
~ublisher 1 s Weekly, XXVI, 2 (July 12, 1B84),p. 32. 
2 G. W. Green, quoted by Publisher's ~kJ:L XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 28, 1888), 
3I ' 71 ~., P• • 
4solberg~ Copyright in Congress, .2£• _ill .. , p. 23. 
5Putnam, Copyright, .2£• ~., P• 45. 
to pay a 25% tariff. In either case he would be protected by copyright.1 
The Harpers favored the Hawley Bill, in :spite of the lack of a 
2 
manufacturing clause. In February, Representative Spooner of Rhode Island 
presented a number of petitions in favor of the bill, among them one from 
the Boston Handel and Haydn Society. 
When the winter session of Congress came, the Hawley Bill was still 
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in the Judicial Committee. On December 14, it was transferred to the Patent 
Committee. It 1-1as supported there by the Chairm;:m of the Committee, the 
man who now came to the fore as the leading advoeate of copyright in Con-
gress, Senator Platt of Connecticut. Platt's grE3at influence in the Sen-
ate made him a powerful asset to the movement. On January 13, 1886, Platt 
got a resolution through the Senate to authorize the Patent Committee to 
take testimony on international copyright. 
A week later, January 21, 1886, Senator Chace of Rhode Island 
tendered another bill. This one differed from t he Hawley Bill in that it 
provided for American manufacture of foreign books. It also required the 
foreign author to register his book here within fifteen days after publi-
cation in his o1m country. No import of foreign books i'I'Ould be allowed. 
The bill did not provide for reciprocity on the part of other nations. It 
would give foreigners copyright for forty-two years. Henry C. Lea was 
Chace's chief adviser on this measure.3 The Chace Bill also went to the 
Patent Committee. 
The public hearing: on the Chace Bill and the Hawley Bill was held 
~blisher's Weekly, XXIX, 7 (Feb. 13, 1B86),p. 255. 
2J. 1ri . Harper to Henry Lea, Jan. 16, 1886, Harper, .2.1?.• cit., P• 434. 
3Publisher' s \veekly, XXXIII, 15 (Sept. lB, 1887) ,P• 515. 
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by the Senate Patent Committee on January 28, 1886. Those who spoke at the 
hearing included Samuel L.Clemens, Gardiner G. Hubbard, James Russell 
Lowell, James Welsh of the Typographical Union of Philadelphia, Henry c. Lea, 
Roger Shennan, Henry Carey Baird, and George Haven Putnam. As a whole, the 
Author's League opposed the manuf'acturing clause, but Clemens and Lowell 
spoke for it at this hearing, and earned the praise of Publisher's \veekly 
. 1 by so domg. 
The Hawley Bill did not have much chance. It was opposed by the 
Typographer's Unions and by many in Hawley's ovm eonstituency. Hm.;rley 
abandoned it himself, and spoke to the committee :Ln favor of the Chace Bill.2 
Petitions were received from typographical unions in Norwich, ·conn-
ecticut; Portland, Naine; Erie, Pennsylvania; Chieago; Bloomfield, Illinois; 
Council Bluffs, Iowa; and Oshkosh, Wisconsin. Some of them were entirely 
against copyright in any form. But most of them f avored the Chace Bill and 
opposed the Hawley Bill. The Music Teachers were heard from again, in favor 
of the Chace Bill. The Central Labor Union of Ph: ladelphia opposed all copy-
right. The Trades and Labor Association of Cincitmati came out against the 
Hawley Bill and for the Chace Bill. 
On May 21, 1886, the Committee on Patents ordered Chace to report 
his bill to the Senate. On the 28th the bill was reported out favorably. 
But Chace himself, evidently thinking that he did not have the backing to 
put it over, moved for an indefinite postponement. It came up for con-
1Publisher1 s Weekly, XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 26, 1888) p. 62. See Appendix 
for complete list of those who spoke at this heari ng. Also see Chap. VII, 
P• lll for Publisher's Weekly's praise of Clemms and Lowell. 
2 
Dana Estes, Proceedings ••• .2f the ~· ght Association, .2£• _ill., 
P• 9. 
sideration again on June 17. Chace was not present, so it was held over. 
On July 12th it was up again, and held over again. The 49th Congress went 
out of existence with nothing further done on copyright. Chace had appa.r-
ently found that he could not get the support to get the bill through. 
In the fall of 1886, George Walton Green, Samuel Clerrens, an~ R. U • 
1 Johnson visited President Cleveland to ask his support for copyright. Cleve-
land was sympathetic, and, in his message to Congress, on December 6th, he 
called for an international copyright measure. 
In 1887 a new type of copyright proposal was made. This was the 
Royalty Stamp Plan. Under this the foreign author would have to procure 
a distinctive type of stamp. The American publis er would buy the stamps 
from the author, and each book sold in this country would bear the stamp. 
This plan, however, had very few adherents, and suffered a still-birth.2 
1887 went past with a minimum of action on copyright. Publisher's 
v1eeklz explained this by saying that Congre~s was "apathetic ••• and ... 
more likely to heed its fears as to What printers, paper-makers and other 
persons who are supposed to control large numbers of votes might do, rather 
than to consult the interests of the smaller class of citizens authors 
whose interests are primarily involved •• •• ;,3 
Chace, however, had not given up. In December, 1887, he brought 
out his bill again, before the 5oth Congress. Once more it went to the 
Patent Committee. At the same time Breckinridge of Kentucky presented a 
1Publisher 1s Weekly, XXXI, 2 (Jan. 8, 1887), p. 45. 
2 ~.,XXXII, 24 (Dec. 10, 1887),pp. 919 920. 
3~., XXXI, 9 (Feb. 21, 1887), p. 312. 
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like bill to the House. It was referred to the Judicial Committee. A 
hearing on the Chace Bill was set for ~~rch 9, 1888. The Author's League 
got busy and, under the direction of Brander Matt hews and T. M. Coan, sent 
each member of Congress a description and explanation of the bill. 
At the hearing, the American Copyright League was represented b,y 
Stedman, Eggleston, Bmvker, and Green; the Typographers (who were backing 
the bi112) by Cumrnin of New York, Chance and Welsh of Philadelphia, and 
Corcoran of Boston; the Publisher's League by William Appleton, Putnam, 
Febiger of Philadelphia, and Estes; the booksellers by Merrill of St. Paul.3 
The members of the Senate Committee were Hiscock, Platt, Jones, and Teller, 
the Chairman; 4 the first two were pro-copyright and the last two ordinarily 
against it. 
In the House the Judiciary Committee held its own hearing. Breck-
inridge and Dr. Welling, President of the 1-Jashington Copyright Association, 
both spoke for the bill. So did the Typographical leaders and Putnam, 
. 5 
Houghton, Eggleston, Clemens, and Green. 
The bill was reported back to the Senate n March 19, 1888. The 
Author's League got busy again and had an appeal published in all of the 
influential neHspapers, to persuade readers to urge their congressmen to 
vote for the bill.6 The bill was debated in the Senate on April 23rd and 
~eport of· George w. Green to the American Copyright 
Publisher's Weekly, XXXIV, 22 (Dec. 1, 1888),p. 883. 
2 
.!J?g. 
5Ibid. 
League, 
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24th. During the debate, Senator Plumb, of Kansas, an opponent, asked 
Chace if the bill were a protective measure or supported by protectionists. 
Chace replied that it had nothing to do with the tariff. A tariff might 
be put on the books or not, without effecting this measure . He said that 
its backers \'l'ere men of all shades of opinion, and that it was not a 
l •t• 1 . 1 po 1. 1.ca 1.ssue. In that same vein, Publisher'~ Weekly said later that 
nleading Free Traders favor the bill heartily, as an approach to 
international justice, despite its manufacturing clauses, while 
Protectionists are satisfied with these specific provisions ." It should 
be identified with neither, said the periodical. There -vms danger in 
that. 2 
There seems to have been more interest than ever stirred up around the 
country, and a host of petiti ons and memorials descended upon Congress. 
On May 9th the bill was brought up for vote in the Senate, and passed, 
34-103 This was the first time that an international copyright bill had 
ever been voted on in Congress. The chief opposition came from Senators 
Daniel of Virginia, Sherman of Ohio, Hale of Maine, Pasco of Florida, Vance 
of North Carolina, Reagan of Texas, and Plumb of Kansas. 
The bill was sent to the House on the 11th where it went to the 
Judicial Committee. On the 21st it was reported out favorably and put on 
the calendar, where it occupied a rather low posit ion. Breckinridge and 
Collins worked hard to get it up and out. Finally Collins brought in a 
resolution to have December 5th set aside for the consideration of 
1
congressional Record, 50th Congress , 1st Session, Vol. XIX, 
Part III, P• 2220. 
2 Publisher'~ Weekly, XXXIV, 22 (Dec. 1, 1888) , p. 881. 
3congressional Record, 50th Congress, 1st. Session, Vol. XIX, 
Part IV, P• 3882. 
the bill. But by the House rules a single objection could block this, and 
the objection was forthcoming, from Representative Rogers of Arkansas. 
Congress had many t hings on its mind that year. There was a tariff 
act that was absorbing everyone's interest,1 and there was the presidential 
election. 
Some interesting, but rather unimportant resistance to copyright 
had shown up during 1888. One source of it was a Washington lawyer, named 
Gardiner Hubbard. He attended one of the hearings, but would not say for 
whom he was working. Finally he claimed to be there in the interests of a 
small Philadelphia publisher named Kohler. No one believed him and his lack 
of frankness tended to turn the committee against him, according to George 
2 H. Putnam. Another source of opposition was a well-kno1rm firm of lawyers, 
Arnoux, Rich, and 1-loodford of New York. They had been retained by a person 
; 
or persons unknown to circul ate a petition against copyright1 3 and otherwise 
stir up opposition. 
In January, 1889, the Republicans were absorbed in putting through 
pension bills and the Democr ats were busy blocking them, and there was no 
chance for copyright. 4 But in February it was decided to bring the Chace 
Bill onto the floor of the House for debate on the 4th. Speaker Carlisle 
had promised that he would recognize Breckinridge or Randall (another who 
was interested in copyright) on that day. However, on the 4th other matters 
1Publisher1 s1tleekly, XXXIV, 22 ' (Dec.l, 1888),p. 883. Report of G. w. 
Green to the American Copyright League. 
2
Putnam, Copyright, .:?.E.• ill•, P• .51. 
3Publisher 1 ~ Weeklx, XXXIV, 24 (Dec. 1.5, 1888),p. 9.50. 
4Ibid., XXXV~ 4 (Jan. 26, 1889),p. 73. 
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came up:: the Pacific Railroad Funding Bill, an i nter-state commerce bill, 
and a bill on the Maritime Canal Company of Nicaragua. The international 
copyright bill never had a chance. It was crov1ded back on the calendar. 
Its only hope seemed to be t o get a day when the rules could be suspended, 
as they could every Monday, and have it taken up out of its regular order 
on the calendar. Hmvever, t he opponents of the Pacific Railroad Funding 
Bill did not dare allow a suspension of rules. ~:Llibusters prevented that 
and the opponents of copyright took a hand in keeping the filibusters going. 
Levds E. Payson of Illinois spent one whole day filibustering against both 
the Pacific Bill and t he copyright bill.1 
There were rumors ci rculating about in t hese days that the British 
were taking a hand in the game and bribing someone or other to keep the bill 
from passing. The Typographers, for example, claimed that British publishers 
were supporting some of the opposition, because they were "afraid .to . lose 
business if the bill becomes law."2 
In the spring of 1889 Count de Keratry came to the United States 
as a special representative of the French GovenLment to work for inter-
national copyright agreements between his country and the United States. 
He was received by Secretary of State Blaine. Then he went back home, drew 
up a treaty and returned wit h it to this country . The State Department 
asked the American Copyright League for its opinion on such a treaty. The 
matter came before the Conference Committee for Copyright and the latter 
1 
Ibid., XXXVI, 19 (Nov~ 9' 1889),p. 664. peech of Stedman to 
American Copyright League, Nov. 7, 1889. 
2Ibid., XXXV, 1 (Jan. 5, 18891 p. B. 
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turned it down, stating that it wished to do nothing that would prejudice 
1 the chances of the Chace Bill, which it expected to pass at any moment. 
Keratry was still here in 1891 and took part in the victory celebration 
after the passage of the Platt-Simonds Bill. 
President Harrison, in his message to Congress in December, 1889, 
recommended copyright legislation. 
Senator Chace retired to private life in 1889. Senator Platt then 
took his place in the copyright fight. In December, Platt reintroduced the 
Chace Bill, with certain modifications in it, on the advice of Thorvald 
Solberg, Register of Copyrights in Washington.2 Now there was much man-
euvering, 1~th bills brought in and thrown out in a way to make one's head 
spin. Platt's Bill, s. 232, disappeared and was replaced by s. 2221, drawn 
up by the Patent Committee. On January 6, 1890, Breckinridge introduced 
H. R. 3853 and the Senate decided to discuss that, rejecting 2221. In 
February,3853 was put aside in favor of H. R. 6941, introduced by Adams of 
Illinois. This one came up for debate in the House on May 1, 1890. After 
long debate it was defeated. In the meantime, Representative Simonds of 
Connecticut, a member of the Patent Committee, had brought in a new bill, 
H. R. 7213. That went on the calendar, but died with the Adams Bill. On 
:Hay 16th, Simond brought in still another bill, H. R. 10254. That was put 
aside and Simonds reported out a substitute bill, 10881. 
In the midst of this hodge-podge of bills there were debates and 
1 
~., XXXVI, 23 (Dec. 7, 1889), p. 897. 
2Ibid., XXXVI, 23 (Dec. 7, 1889 ), p. 896. 
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Congressional hearings. The most significant debate came on the Adams Bill, 
on l"Iay 2nd. Payson and Hopkins of Illinois attacked the bill and called it 
a publisher's monopoly. Bland of Hissouri, Anderson of Kansas, and Culberson 
and ~ulls, both of Texas, all attacked the bill. Publisher's Weekl~ said 
that a primary factor in its defeat had been the country newspapers. It re-
ported a rumor that was circulating in Washington that the American News 
1 Company was behind the opposition, though ostensibly pro-copyright. 
Gar~er Hubbard turned up again, at a hearing before the House 
Judicial Conunittee, in January. It was discovered no11r that he was a leading 
figure in the Bell Telephone Company, and a very wealthy man. His motives 
in opposing copyright were never quite clear. He used the monopoly argument 
against copyright. Someone pointed out that it ill-befitted Bell Telephone 
to protest against monopolies. 2 The Publisher's League was very grateful to 
Mr. Hubbard for his contribution, saying that his testimony had been of ex-
ceptional value in making friends for copyright . 3 
The firm of Arnoux, Rich, and Woodford als o appeared again, still 
busily earning their fee. One of the firm, C. N. Bovee, Jr., as well as 
Arnoux, who vras head of the New York Bar Association, came before the 
Judicial Committee to make his protest. Bovee said that they represented 
a large publisher, but would not give his name.4 Publisher's Weekly refused 
libid., XXXVII, 20 (May 17, 1890), P• 641. 
2New York Times, Jan. 29, 1890, quoted i n Publisher's WeeklJ[, XXXVII, 
5 (Feb. 1, 1890),p. 228. 
3Publisher1 s Weekly, XXXVII, 10 (Mar. 8, 1890),p. 355. 
to believe this, and speculated on the real identity of the firm's client. 
It suggested the possibility of the American Ne1-rs Company, or country ne•~s­
papers, or British publishers or printers.1 The mystery was never satis-
factorily solved. Bovee had published a pamphlet in 1888, against the Chace 
2 
Bill. The pamphlet contributed nothing new to t he opponents arguments, but 
repeated old points made by some of the more famous of anti-copyrighters. 
In the summer of 1890 international copyright was forgotten as 
Congress held its long-drawn-out argument over t he McKin.ley Tariff. 
Another of the odd bills, by another opponent of conventional copy-
right, was brought into the Senate that year. This was the Teller Bill, 
drawn up by John M. Ella, a Chicago lawyer. It would have retained the 
current system of reprinting, but would pay a 10% royalty. The publisher 
vrould pay the royalty to the government and it would pay the author. This 
never got through the committee.3 
Petitions came into Congress from all over the nation, even from 
such unlikely places as Arkansas. Most of them were from teacher's groups, 
college faculties, and typographical unions. Practically all of them 
favored international copyright. 
\'Jith the winter session of Congress, the fight continued. On 
December 2nd Simonds brought out his H. R. 10881 for debate. On the vote 
to consider it Simonds won, 132-7h.4 But the opposition was stubborn. 
libid., XXXVII, 19 (May 10, 18901 pp. 613-618. 
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Payson and Hopkins, Blount of Georgia, and Kerr of Iowa were the most re-
fractory. They tried to delay proceedings by cal ling for roll call after 
roll call, including roll calls to reconsider roll calls. On the 3rd the 
debate continued. Springer of Illinois, Peters of Kansas, Oates of Alabama, 
and Kerr led the opposition . Breckinridge, Farquhar of Hew York, McAdoo of 
New Jersey, Butte~vorth of Ohio, Cummings of New York, all argued for the 
bill. They were successful and by the end of the day it had passed, 139-
1 95. 
On the next day this bill came up to the Senate and was ordered to 
be laid on the table. Senator Platt became its sponsor and it became known 
as the Platt-Simonds Bill. 
Salient features of the bill were its manufacturing clause and the 
provision that no more than t wo foreign books could be imported on the same 
invoice. 
On FebrLtary 9th the bill was brought before the Senate on the motion 
of Senator Platt. Platt pointed out that the bill was very similar to the 
Chace Bill, upon which the Senate had already vot ed favorably. Senator Frye 
of Maine then spoke, saying that he was in favor of international copyright, 
but that the Platt Bill did not protect lithographers, photographers, and 
plate engravers. These, it seemed, were all Maine industries which Frye 
thought it his duty to protect. His colleague, , Hale, supported him in this. 
Frye offered an amendment under which the manufacturing provision would be 
extended to all lithographic work. Reagan of Texas also offered an amend-
libid., p. 6o. 
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ment, which was voted down. He objected to levying tribute on readers for 
the benefit of printers and other workers, and declared that he would not 
vote for such a bill. His colleague, Coke, also spoke against it. So did 
Sherman of Ohio; he did not like the prohibition of the importation of foreign 
books. Platt replied to him, saying that Sherman misunderstood the purposes 
of copyright. This bill, he said, was not to benefit the British author: 2 
but was to benefit the American author, who would get copyright in foreign 
countries. Hoar of Massachusetts also spoke for copyright. He wanted an 
explanation of the non-importation clause. Platt answered that any f oreign 
edition could be imported, but only two at a time. Evarts stood up and 
stated that the Frye Amendment would jeopardize t e whole bill, and should 
be kept out. Platt spoke again, saying that the present bill had already 
passed the Senate as the Chace Bill. It had passed the House. Let's not 
complicate it by this amendment. Hawley then spoke for and Blair against 
the bill. ~·Jhen the vote was taken on the amendment it passed, 27-24. 
Sherman then offered an amendment. However, the House adjourned before it 
1 
could be debated or voted. 
During the day memorials had come in agai st the Frye Amendment 
from the Boston Art Club, John Andrew & Son of Bos ton, the Gravure Etching 
Company of Boston, the Paint and Clay Club of Boston, the Papyrus Club of 
Boston and the Boston Society of Architects; also from General Francis A. 
\rJalker of Boston, the Heliot ype Printing Company of Boston, and the American 
Library Association.2 The word, apparently, had come quickly to Boston, and 
1 . Tlus paragraph comes from the Congressio al Record, 51st Congress, 
2nd Session, Vol. XXII, Part III, PP• 237B-2393. 
2 
Publisher's Weekly, XXXIX, 7 (Feb. 14, 1 91) p. 289. 
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Bostonians were alert. 
On the afternoon of the 11th the bill came up again and was held 
over until the morning of t he 12th. The debate now was on the Sherman 
Amendment, which called for t he free impor tation of all books, subject to 
the duty. 1 On the 13th the Sherman Amendment '1-J"as adopted, 25-24. The 
discussion continued on the 14th. Daniel of Virgi nia was proving to be the 
most stubborn opponent. A weekend intervened and the strife was renewed 
on the 17th. Amendments by Daniel and Vance tried vainly to wreck the 
measure. At last, on the 18th it was brought up f or vote and passed, 26-14. 2 
It then went to a Conference Committee, consisting of Platt, Hiscock, 
and Gray for the Senate; and Simonds and Buchanan for t he House. 3 The Sher-
man Amendment was i gnored and the provision to allow only two books on an 
invoice was restored. On ~arch 3rd Platt gave t he Conference Committee 
report t o the Senate. Sherman, in a warm debate , objected strongly to his 
amendment bei ng thrown out. He reminded the Senat e that they had given it 
a favorable vote, and he said that he objected -to the Platt-Simonds Bill 
because it gave a foreign aut hor the right to determi ne whether his book 
would be published in t his country or not. Becaus e it prohibited the 
importation of books it created a monopoly. In a vote on the Sherman 
4 Amendment, Sherman won 33-28, and the bill went back to the Conference 
Committee . 
The Conference Committee reported late that night. The House had 
1 . Congress~onal Recor d"' 51st Congress, 2nd Session, Vol. XXII,. 
Part III, P• 2618. 
2Ibid., p. 281+9. 
)Ibid .. , P• 3847. 
4Ibid. , Part IV, p •. 3853. 
been adamant. The Sherman Amendment was still l eft out. The Senator 
from Ohio protested vehemently. He said that the majority of the Senate 
conferees had been pro-copyright and that this was not according to par-
liamentaryusage. Hiscock defended the conference report, but Gray let it 
be known that he had refused to sign the report. There uas more debate, 
with Wolcott, Evarts, Aldrich, Daniel and Carlisle all speaking. The 
Senate voted to concur with the report of the Conference Committee, 27-19.1 
After three other bills had been disposed of, Pasco moved to reconsider the 
copyright vote. But there was no quorum. Pasco complained that the bill 
v1as being signed by the Speaker and by the President of the Senate, though 
his motion had not been acted upon. Hale backed him in this (probably one 
of the fe1-1 times that Hale and Pasco had ever agreed upon anything) and 
protested that the bill 1-ras being railroaded. 
At midnight on March 3rd, the session was officially over. But 
the Senate extended the official day into the 4th, as they could. At 6:15 
A. H. they recessed to 9 o'clock. As soon as the recess was over Pasco 
offered a resolution to recall the bill from the House of Representatives. 
The resolution lost by a vote of 29-21. During the roll call on the 
resolution Hale had tried to interrupt with a request for unanimous consent 
to present a conference report on the Deficiency Bill. Platt shut him off. 
Thus the international copyright bill was finally passed. 
All of the maneuvering a.."1d scheming that -v;ent into the passage of 
186 
the Platt-Simonds Bill do not, of course, appear in the Congressional Record. 
1 
Ibid., P• 3888. 
Years later, R. U. J obnson, Secretary of the .American Copyright League and 
chief lobbyist in Washington for the Joint Commit tee that represented the 
united movement of the various organizations of authors, publishers, employ-
ing printers, workmen in the printer's trades, and others who advocated 
international copyright, told the story of his ef forts to get the bill 
passed. 
The election of 1890 brought the overturn of the Republicans in the 
House of Representatives. Shortly after the election, Johnson lvrote to 
Henry Cabot Lodge, Republican Representative from Massachusetts, urging the 
passage of the international copyright law during t he lame duck session, so 
that the Democrats would not get credit for it. Lodge was sympathetic and 
wrote to R. W. Gilder, Johnson's associate on Century Magazine, saying that 
there would be no chance of getting international copyright through a Dem-
ocratic House, and that he would work for its passage before the Democrats 
1 took over. 
To get the bill through the Senate, it vras necessary to impress its 
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importance on the Steering Committee who had char ge of the calendar. Johnson, 
in Washington, visited all of the members of that committee and asked them 
to put the Platt-Simonds Bill at the top of the list. However, a labor bill 
got first place. The copyright bill v.ras given second place, Senators Hoar 
2 
and Evarts taking the lead in the Committee to get it there. 
~. U. Johnson, .2£• cit., P• 242-244. 
2 
Ibid., PP• 245-246. 
Johnson made an appeal to every doubtful Senator through the news-
papers of the Senator's state and through constituents or others likely to 
be influential with the Senator. His classmates, clergymen, former business 
1 
associates, were all enlisted in this fight to i nfluence the Senator. It 
was realized that no international copyright bill could be passed against 
the opposition of the unions. The National Lithographers Union had held 
aloof from the Chace Bill. But, after the passage of the Platt-Simonds Bill 
in the House in December, 1890, the Lithographers decided to play a part in 
the affair. It was they who got Senator Frye to present his amendment. This 
provided Johnson with a crisis, for it would have shut out drawings, etch-
ings, paintings, and sculpture done by Americans in Europe. It stirred up 
great controversy. He was able to persuade the Lithographers to compromise., 
finally. They would accept the manufacturing clause applying only to books, 
2 lithographs, chromos, and photographs. 
Johnson urged people to v~ite or telegraph their Senators. He 
tried to get the cooperation of superintendents of schools, ministers, 
college professors, and administrators particularly. Andrew Carnegie was 
brought up in support of t he bill. The Typographical Union played a lead-
3 ing part in bringing pressure on the Senators. 
When the bill passed the Senate on the ni ght of March 3-4, Lodge 
saw to it that it was signed immediately by the President of the Senate, 
Levi P. Morton. Then the bill went back to the House. Simonds took charge 
~bid.' p. 246. 
3Ibid., PP• 249~253 . 
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of it there, aided by Lodge and George E. Adams of Illinois. At about 2 A. M. 
the House took up the bill. As soon as it passed, Lodge hurried it to the 
engrossing room to shove it through there and get it before President Har-
1 
rison for his signature as soon as possible. 
When the word was brought to the Senate of the passage of the bill 
by the House, Senator Pasco of Florida rose to protest against the manner 
in which the bill had been railroaded through, and moved reconsideration. 
During the recess Johnson and his colleagues conferred with Senator Platt. 
Platt realized that the Senators were tired out, and that many might fail 
to show up at nine for the final vote on the measure. It was decided, 
therefore, to make a special effort to get .out as many as possible who 
favored the bill. Johnson, Appleton, and Scribner each took a cert.ain 
number of Senators to see personally, to deliver to them notes from Platt 
demanding their presence at nine o'clock. This was successful, and when 
2 
the Senate met, the motion to reconsider was voted down. 
The Platt-Simonds Act was to go into effect on July 1st. It in-
eluded these provisions: 
(1) Copyright was granted to authors, whether resident or non-
resident, for a term of twenty-eight years. A further term of fourteen 
years was granted to the author or his survivors. However, copyright to 
foreign authors had to be reciprocated by the fo r eign author's nation. 
(2) A foreign book had to be published i n the United States no 
later than it was published in the home country. 
1 ~., P• 257. 
2 ~., PP• 258-259. 
(3) All manufacturing of books, photographs, chromes, and lith-
ographs had to be done in t h e United States. Hov1ever, maps, charts, 
dramatic and musical compositions, engravings, cuts and prints, paintings 
and art works of all kinds could be copyrighted in this country without 
being manufactured here. 
(4) Foreign copyrighted books, photographs, chromes, lithographs, 
or the plates thereof could not be imported for sale. Not more than two 
copies at any one time could be imported for use , and these were subject 
to duty. But books and pamphlets in languages ot her than English could 
be imported free of duty . 
(5) There was to be no copyright for books published before 
July 1, 1891. 
This was the act that was finally adopted, fifty-four years after 
the first attempt to obtain international copyright in this country. With 
that the history of the int ernational copyright movement is f inished. Only 
a few concluding words are necessary. 
Would the United States really have been better off if it had 
adopted international copyright laws earlier? Suppose that such laws had 
been passed with the first domestic copyright l a1rr in 1790. vJhat difference 
would it have made? 
Scott, Dickens, and their ilk would still have outsold Americans, 
just because they had a much greater appeal than any of the Americans. 
Their works, however, would not have been as 1-Tidel y spread as they were 
~dthout copyright. Would American literature t hen have received more en-
couragement? Perhaps. But it is not at all certain. With the Americans 
and the British on equal terms in costs to the publishers and to the pub-
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lie the British might still have monopolized the market in the first half 
of the century. Hacaulay might still have outsold Prescott. Dickens and 
Scott would almost certainly have outsold anyone the Americans had. Thack-
eray, Reade, Trollope, George Eliot, all would have sold well. It is con-
ceivable that, even with international copyright, American authors might 
have found the competition too stiff. 
Would the American people have gained? That is the real crux of the 
situation. One is forced to say that they obtained great advantages from 
the cheap literature that came in from England. Even in the long run they 
do not appear to have been hurt in any way by the lack of copyright. It 
seems quite possible to argue that the whole sit ation worked out for the 
best, as far as the American people were concerned. They received good, 
cheap literature for many years. Then, when things got out of hand, and 
the time had obviously come when more regulation was essential, the inter-
national copyright law was enacted. 
Would publishers have gained by having i nternational copyright 
sooner? Yes, they might have gained by having i t sooner, but not by 
having it before the Civil 1-Jar. The fact that, in the pre-War period, 
they could publish English literature without paying English authors or 
publishers gave a tremendous boost to American p blishing. It gave many 
publishers their start. It helped them grow and prosper, and, in doing 
that, created the conditions in which an .American literature could thrive 
-,;-vhen it finally did develop. Furthermore, it made for decentralization 
and prevented monopolization. But eventually it got American publishing 
into a serious crisis and, by the 80's international copyright was over-
due, as far as the publishers were concerned. 
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Nm-1, what was the result of the passage of the international copy-
right act in 1891? In general, it may be said t hat its effect was not 
startling, one way or the ot her. It fulfilled f ew of t he promises of the 
proponents or the misgivings of the opponents. Act ually, it did not seem 
to make a great deal of dif ference. 
Some have claimed t hat the coming of international copyright gave 
American authors a new lease on life and allowed them to replace British 
authors in · the .American market. Charles Scribner said, in 1900, 
The .American author has been benefited ••• in that there is 
more encouragement for the publisher to pay t he American author 
when he cannot take for nothing t he works of English authors. It 
is an interesting fact t hat since the law was passed, books which 
have had the greatest sale in America are by native authors ••• , 
whereas a few years ago such a list would be made up almost entire-
ly of the books of fore ign authorship.l 
Sheehan said that Scribner's statement was confirmed by other 
publishers, and British books now disappeared from the best-seller lists 
in America. "The law was not wholly responsible, but was undoubtedly 
2 
an influential factor." 
That may be, yet there is much evidence t hat the British authors 
were already being replaced, before 1891, by Ame r i cans. Look back to the 
3 
"best-seller" list taken from Mott, in Chapter I V. The English were 
simply running out of first class writers and the United States was d~ 
veloping more. In the 1890's where did one find in England writers like 
1 . 
Sheehan, .21?.• cit., p. 99. 
2 ~., P• 218. 
3 See P• 95. 
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Scott, Dickens, Thackeray, George Eliot, Wilkie Collins, Carlyle, Bulwer, 
Marryat? 
The price of American books did go up aft er the passage of the 
1 Platt-simonds Act. The proponents had said that such a thing would not 
happen.. However, the rise in prices was not unreasonable. :tViany of the 
paper-bound books now disappeared, as did Munro' s ~side Library and 
Harper's Franklin Square LibraEY. 2 The book trust that the opponents had 
foreseen did not materialize, nor did anything l i ke it. 
American books sold well in England, and American publishers with 
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branches in England did incr eased business. But in the fields of scholarly 
works and fiction the English competition was too s t iff for Americans to 
break. On the whole the English returns to Americans were less than had 
3 been hoped for. But American publishers were abl e to give more attention 
t Am . •t 4 o young er1can wr1 ers. 
I nternational copyright proved to be a disappointment to British 
writers, lvho had expected to be paid royalties f or millions of American 
readers. Things were not that good, by any means. However, top- grade 
and even second-grade English writers did make s ame gain.5 
1 Sheehan, ~· ~., p. 216. 
2~. 
3Putnam, Copyright, ££• cit., p.l64. 
4rbid., PP• 164-165. 
5Ibid., PP•· 165-166. 
APPENDIX I 
SIGNIFICA:NT PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS FOR AND AGAINST INTERNATIONAL 
COPYRIGHT IN THE 1830'S AND 1840'S 
(1) February 15, 1837--memorial for international copy-
right, signed by 
HenryW. Longfellow 
Professor Felton 
John Neal 
Rufus Dali<es 
William A. Duer 
Dr. Me Vicker 
George P. Horris 
Robert Montgomery Bird 
Willis Gaylord Clark 
Robert Horris 
George M. Wharton 
H. Biddle 
T. K. Wharton 
There were t hirty authors v.rl1o signed this petition. There given 
here were listed by Thorvald Solberg, International Copyright ~ Congress, 
1837-1886, PP• 4-5. 
(2) February 20, 1837--Clay presented a memorial consisting of 
154 names, most of them from New York. Gales~ Seaton's Register, 24th 
Congress, 3rd Session, Vol. XIII, Part I, columns 857-858. 
(3) February 20, 1837--a petition from professors at the Univ-
ersity of Virginia. From a speech by Senator Chace, April 23, 1888. 
Congressional Record, 50th Congress, lst Session, Vol. XIX, Part IV, 
P• 3240. 
(4) January 15, 1838--Senator Buchanan presented a memorial 
from a number of citizens of Philadelphia, who opposed copyright. Cong-
ressional Globe, 25th Congress, 2nd Session, Vol . 6, No. 7, p. 102. 
(5) February 13, 1838--Representative Norvall of Michigan pre-
sented a memorial of the Columbia Typographical Society of Washington, 
against copyright. Congressional Globe, VI, 12, (Feb. 26, 1838) p. 179. 
(6) l'Iarch 13, 1838--Senator lnlright of Massachusetts presented 
a memorial from the New York Typographical Society, against copyright. 
Solberg, Copyright in Congress, p. 7. 
(7) March 19, 1838--Senator Buchanan presented a memorial from 
Horace Binney, Peter S. DuPonceau and others, against copyright. Con-
gressional Globe, VI, 16, (March 26, 1838) p. 245. And Solberg, Copy-
right in Congress, p. 7. 
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(8) April 10, 1838--Buchanan presented a memorial of Richard 
Penn Smith and others, against copyright. This vlas identical to the 
memorial of January 15, with different names. Sol berg, Copyright ~ 
Congress, P• 1. 
(9) April 16, 1838--Congressma.n Fletcher of Massachusetts pre-
sented a memorial from the booksellers of Boston, against copyright. 
Solberg, Copyright~ Congr ess, p. 1. 
(10) April 24, 1838--Clay presented a pet ition from New York 
containing 136 names for copyright. Among the names were: 
Henry Ogden 
Theodore Sedgwick, Jr. 
Grenville Sackett 
John McVickers 
William A. Duer 
From Solberg, Copyright ~ Congress, P• 8. 
Charles Anthon 
Cornelius Mathews 
(11) April 24, 1838--senator Preston presented a memorial from 
W. l'-1arshall & Company of Philadelphia and others, for copyright. Solberg, 
Copyright in Congress, p. 8. 
(12) March 14, 1842--a petition to the House of Representatives, 
signed by Washington Irving and others, in favor of copyright. Solberg, 
Copyright ~ Congress, p. 9. 
(13) June 13, 1842- -Representative Toland of Pennsylvania and 
Senator Buchanan of Pennsylvania both brought in a petition against copy-
right signed by C. Sherman and T. and J. W. Johnson, all of them from 
Philadelphia. Solberg, CopY!ight in Congress, p. 9. 
(14) Janu.ary 1.5, 1844--memorial of Nahum Capen of Boston for 
copyright, to House of Representatives. Solberg, Copyright in Congress, 
p. 11. 
(1.5) March 22, 1848--petition to the House of Representatives 
in favor of copyright, signed by William Cullen Bryant, Charles Fenno, 
Ogden Hoffman, Jr., Theodore Sedgwick, John Jay, George P. Putnam. From 
speech by Senator Chace, April 23, 1888. Congressional Record, .50th 
Congress, lst Session, Vol. XIX, Part IV, ;P• 3237. 
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APPENDIX II 
SIGNATURES IN PETITION FROM CITIZENS OF BOSTON FOR COPYRIGHT. PRESENTED 
BY SENATOR RIVES, APRIL 24, 1838. 
Edward Everett 
George Bond 
William G. Lambert 
Alfred Slade 
Henry A. Johnson 
Charles H. ~lills 
Samuel A. Appleton 
William Almy 
L. F. Stoddard 
George 1rJilliam Gordon 
John A. Blanchard 
William J. Bellows 
Caleb Andrews 
Daniel K. Chud 
Charles Scudder 
David w·. Horton 
David S. Dutton 
vlilliam li . Store 
Joshua Webster Jr. 
N. Day Kimball 
H. Gasset Jr. 
Oscar Gasset 
James NcGregor 
Daniel Chamberlin 
J. Huntington Wolcott 
Samuel Frothingham 
Charles R. Bond 
Joseph :H. Brown 
F. A. Durivage 
George S. Hillard 
R. Choate 
William J. Niles 
T. Lewis Stackpole 
C. C. Felton 
W. B. English 
Meldon Somerville 
Isaac Knapp 
Willard Phillips 
Joseph 1rJillard 
Frederick Emerson 
Isaac Boyle 
John Brooks Fenno 
R. J . Cleveland 
George William Bond 
Nathaniel Greene 
Henry G. Foster 
Thomas Odiorne 
Willi am B. Lawrence 
Willi am Lawrence 
Samuel Lawrence 
Amos A. Lawrence 
Henry Rice 
Thomas S. Wild 
Henry Loring 
George A. Fiske 
Charl es B. Blaney 
Alanson Tucker Jr. 
Aaron Sweet 
T. F. Holden 
A. J. Gray 
H. G. Hutchins 
George Foster 
Daniel McGreger 
Horat ion Bigelow 
George T. Curtis 
John H . Gorham 
John s. Wright 
Thomas Lord 
E. P. 1rJhi tman 
P. Greely, Jr. 
Henry F. Baker 
Thomas J. Shelson 
Thomas Tileston Jr. 
Isaac c. Pray Jr. 
Edwar d G. Loring 
Epes Sargent Jr. 
E. J. Austin 
W. \<[ . Tucker 
J. B. 'Vtiright 
From speech by Senator Chace, April 23, 1888, Congressional Record, 
50th Congress, 1st Session, Vol. XIX, Part IV, p . 3240. 
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l-1EMORIAL ORIGINATED BY GEORGE P. PUTNAM AND PRESENTED 'l'O THE SENATE BY 
SENATOR CHOATE DECEMBER 15, 1843, FOR INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT. PRESENTED 
TO THE HOUSE THE SAME DAY BY JOHN QUINCY ADAMS. SIGNED BY: 
Publishers and booksellers of New York--
D. Appleton & Company V.Iilliam Govrans 
John Allen Roe Lockwood 
Bartlett & Welford Robinson, Pratt & Company 
Alexander V. Blake William Robinson 
T. J. Crowen Jrunes A. Sparkes 
Robert Carter Swords, St afford & Company 
M. W. Dodd John s. Taylor & Company 
Edvrard Dunnigan E. Walker & Company 
Charles s. Francis & Company Effingham Embree 
Charles J. Folsom Turner & Hayden 
J. and H. G. Langley 
Jonathan Leavitt 
Printers of New York--
William Osburn 
James P. Wright 
John F. Trow 
J. H. Jennings 
Thomas B • Smith 
Publishers of Boston--
T. H. Carter & Company 
Crocker & Brewster 
William Crosby & Company 
Robert :Davis 
Joseph H. Francis 
Harrison Gray 
Jenks & Palmer 
Lewis & Sampson 
D. S. King & Company 
~Jilliam B. Fowle 
B. B. Mussey 
Otis, Broaders & Company 
Bookbinders of New York--
Samuel lftddlebrook 
Colton & Jenkins 
Edward Walker 
James Liner 
Samuel G. Drake 
Elizabeth P. Peabody 
W. J. Reynolds 
Saxton, Pi erce & Company 
Tappan & Dennett 
W. D. Ticknor & Company 
Thomas H. Webb 
David H. 'ltJilliams 
R. H. Sher burne 
N. Capen 
Benjrunin Bradley 
George Hogg 
A. T. Canf ield 
Edward G. Taylor 
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Booksellers of Hartford and New Haven--
J olm C. 1iells 
Gordon Robbins Jr. 
Sidney Babcock 
Benjamin Noyes 
Booksellers and publishers i n Philadelphia--
George S. Appleton 
J. B. Lippincott & Company 
J. Wheatham & Son 
Hogan & Thompson 
Edward C. Biddle 
A. S. Barnes & Company 
Carpenter Wharton 
H. Hooker 
T. Elwood Chapman 
Booksellers of various places--
Jolm Owen, Can bri dge, Hassachusetts 
-Babcock & Co., Charl eston, S. C. 
Samuel Hart, Sr., Charleston, S. C. 
Pliny Hiles, Watertown, N. Y. 
William Wilson, Poughkeepsie, N. Y. 
Francis Putnam, Salem, Mass 
W. & S. B. Ives, Salem, l1ass. 
Henry Whipple, Salem, ~Iass. 
1. W. Hall & Co., Syracuse, N. Y. 
W. B. & C. E. Peck, Buffalo, N. Y. 
0 . G. Steele, Buffal o, N. Y. 
George Tracy, Utica, N. Y. 
Bennett, Backus, & Hanley, Utica, N. Y. 
J. Tiffany, Utica, N. Y. 
Cr oswell & Jewett 
Dunie & Peck 
A. H. ¥J.a.ltby 
Henry F • .Annas 
Thompson & Brown 
J olm W. l•'Ioore 
Wi l liam G. Wardle 
James B. Longacre 
T. K. & P. G. Collins 
Judah Dobson 
Richard S. H. George 
R. W. Pomeroy 
Allen, Morrill & War dwell, Andover , Mass. 
From a speech by Senator Chace, April 23, 1888. Congressional Record, 
50th Congress, lst Session, Vol. XIX, Part IV, p. 3239. 
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APPENDIX IV 
OFFICERS OF THE .Al'IERICAN COPYRIGHT CLUB, 1843. 
William Cullen Bryant, President 
Gulian C. Verplanck, Vice President 
Cornelius Hathet..rs, Corresponding Secretary 
Evert A. Duyckinck, Recording Secretary 
A. W. Bradford, Treasurer 
Executive Committee 
Members 
Charles F. Hoffman 
C. F. Briggs 
Parke Godwin 
William Cullen Bryant 
Cornelius Iviathews 
A. W. Bradford 
c. F . Briggs 
John Reese 
H. J. Raymond 
Fitz Green Halleck 
John Jay 
George Folsom 
Orville Dewey 
Charles Wilford 
Jacob Harvey 
Wesley Harper 
Partial List of Associate Hembers 
John Quincy Adams 
George Bancroft 
Nicholas Biddle 
Francis P. Blair 
Orestes A. Brot..rnson 
Vf. H. Channing 
Henry Clay 
Richard Henry Dana 
Ed:tvard Everett 
Ralph Waldo Emerson 
Hamil ton Fish 
Albert Gallatin 
Asa Gray 
John Reese 
Robert Tomes 
N. J. Raymond 
George B. Cheever 
John L. Stephens 
Gulian C. Verplanck 
Evert A. Duyckinck 
Charles F. Hoffman 
Parke Godwin 
Robert Tomes 
Francis L. Hawkes 
James Lawson 
Edwin Forrest 
William Appleton 
William Page 
Horace Greeley 
Nathan Hale, Jr. 
Nathaniel Ha1vthorne 
Oliver 1rTendell Holmes 
Washington Irving 
Rufus King 
Henry W. Longfellow 
James Russell Lowell 
Edgar Allan Poe 
George P. Putnam 
Jared Sparks 
Daniel 1-lebster 
Thurlow I.Veed 
There were 175 associate members in all. Those ab ove were given by 
\Villiam Cullen Bryant in his pamphlet, An Address to the People of the 
United States in Behalf of the Americanlropyright ~' p. 1. 
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APPENDIX V 
MEHORIAL, JULY 19, 1852 
On this date Senator Sumner of Massachuse t ts presented a memorial 
to the Senate. He said that it was signed by "aut hors, publishers, book-
sellers, printers, editors, paper deale r s, and cit i zens.n - It asked for 
a law ttfor the benefit of American literature, which shall give to British 
authors and publishers the same right to their literary property in the 
United States that the law of England offers reciprocally to the authors 
and publishers of this count ry. 11 
At the same time Sumner presented a petiti on to the same effect. 
"Among the illustrious petit ioners are James Fenimore Cooper ••• Jonathan 
Wainwright, Herman Melville, William Cullen Bryant , George P. Putnam, 
Washington Irving, Rev. Dr. Francis L. Hawks, Dr. Edward Robinson, Rufus 
W. Griswold, Bayard Taylor, and John Jay. 11 
Congressional Globe, 32nd Congress, 1st Session, XXIV, Part III, #115: 
(July 20, 1852),p. 1832. 
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APPENDIX VI 
A ~~IDRIAL OF ~ffiRICAN AUTHORS 
The undersigned Amer ican citizens who earn their living in whole 
or in part by their pen, and who are put at disadvantage in their own 
country by the publication of foreign books without payment to the author, 
so that American books are undersold in the American market, to the detri-
rnent of American literature, urge the passage by Congress of the inter-
national copyright law, which >dll protect the rights of authors, and 
will enable American writers to ask from foreign nations the justice vJe 
shall then no longer deny on our part. 
Henry Abbey 
Lyman Abbott 
Charles Kimball Adams 
Henry C. Adams 
Herbert B. Adams 
Oscar Fay Adams 
Louisa Nay Alcott 
Thomas Bailey Aldrich 
Edward Atkinson 
Leonard w. Bacon 
Hubert H. Bancroft 
Charles Barnard 
Ameria E. Barr 
Henry "Ward Beecher 
Edward Bellruny 
William Henry Bishop 
Hjalmar H. Boyesen 
R. R. Bowker 
Francis F. Browne 
Oliver B. Bunce 
H. C. Bunner 
Frances Hodgson Burnett 
Edwin Lassetter Bynner 
G. W. Cable 
Lizzie W. Champney 
S. L. Clemens 
Titus I•Iunson Coan 
Robert Collyer 
Clarence Cooke 
George Willis Cooke 
J. Esten Cook 
A. Clevelru1d Coxe 
George William Curtis 
Charles de Kaye 
Eugene L. Didier 
John Dimitry 
Nathan Haskell Dole 
lvJ:aurice Francis Egan 
Edward Eggl eston 
George Carey Eggleston 
Richard T. Ely 
Edgar Fawcett 
Charles Gayarre 
Richard Wat son Gilder 
Arthur Gilman 
James R. Gi lmor-e 
\ITashington Gladden 
Parke Godwin 
Robert Grant 
F. V. Greene 
Edward Greely 
William Ell iot Griffis 
Hattie T,rng Griswold 
W. :H . Griswold 
Louise Immogene Guiney 
John Habber ton 
Edward E. Hale 
J. Hall 
William A. Hammond 
Marion Harl and 
Joel Chandl er Harris 
~iriam Coles Harris 
William T. Harris 
James A. Harrison 
J. M. Harte 
Bret Harte 
Thomas V.lentworth Higginson 
Edward s. Holden 
Oliver Wendell Holmes 
James K. Hosmer 
w. D. Howel ls 
Ernest Ingersoll 
Helen Jackson 
Sarah o. Jewett 
Rossiter Johnson 
Ellen Olr1ey Kirk 
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Thomas W. Knox 
Jl.1artha J. Lamb 
Henry Cabot Lodge 
Benson J. Lossing 
J. R. LovTell 
Hamilton vJ . Mabie 
James McCosh 
John Bach HcMaster 
Albert JI.IJ.atthews 
Brander 11atthews 
Edwin D. Mead 
Donald G. Mitchell 
T. T. Hunger 
Simon Newcomb 
R. Heber Newton 
Charles Ledyard Norton 
Grace A. Oliver 
John Boyle O'Reilly 
Francis Parkrn8Il 
James Parton 
P. Y. Pember 
Thomas L. Perry 
Ben: Perly Poore 
David L. Proudfit 
Isaac L. Rice 
Charles F. Richardson 
E. P. Roe 
J. T. Rothrock 
Philip Schaff 
James Schouler 
Horace E. Scudder 
Eugene Schuyler 
Isaac Sharpless 
Albert Shaw 
George Wil liam Sheldon 
E. V. Smal ley 
Ainsworth R. Spofford 
Edmund C. Stedman 
Frederick J. Stimson 
Frank R. Stockton 
R. H. Stoddard 
Maurice Thompson 
Moses Coit T.fler 
Francis H. UndenTood 
William Hayes Ward 
Susan Hayes Ward 
Charles DudleyWarner 
David A. "~!-!ells 
Horace 1-Jhi te 
V.Tilliam D • V.Ihi tney 
John G. Whittier 
Constance Fenimore Woolson 
A facsimile of the original of this document is in the Boston 
Public Library. It is bound. The only title it has is the title given 
here. There is no date given on it. But, ~~itten in pencil on the first 
page, is the date, November 1888. The signatures are reproduced in this. 
APPENDIX VII 
THE AiviERICAlif COPYRIGh'T LEAGUE 
(1) Partial List of the Nembership of the American Copyright 
League, 1884. This is from a list of 528 names. The best known are 
the following: 
Louisa H. Alcott 
Thomas Bailey Aldrich 
W. F. Adams 
C. F. Adams Jr. 
Rev. Lyman Abbott 
Adam Badeau 
Francis Hodgson Burnette 
Rev. Henry Ward Beecher 
John Burroughs 
Edw·ard Bellamy 
"ltl. H. Bishop 
H. H. Boyesen 
Noah Brooks 
C. C. Buel 
0. B. Bunce 
Rev. Phillips Brooks 
Prof. John W. Burgess 
Samuel L. Clemens 
George W. Cable 
Rev. J • F' . Clarke 
Rev. Robert Collyer 
S. S. Cox 
G. ~·J. Curtis 
J. 1rl. DeForest 
1-iary l'1apes Dodge 
Dr. Edward Eggleston 
Charles itJ. Eliot 
Richard T. Ely 
}~s. James T. Fields 
Jolm Fiske 
Parke Godvdn 
E. L. Godkin 
vlalcott Gibbs 
Rev. lvashington Gladden 
R. W. Gilder 
Henry '1-J. Grady 
William Dean Howells 
Oliver Wendell Holmes 
Jl.1ark Hopkins 
1af cadio Hearn 
Charles G. Hurd 
Julian Hawthorne 
William James 
Helen Hunt Jackson 
Sarah 0 . Jewett 
R. u. J ohnson 
Henry Cabot Lodge 
D. R. Locke 
J. T. Morse Jr. 
Hamilton Wright Mabie 
J. B. McMaster 
Joaquin Hiller 
Brander Matthews 
Donald G. Mitchell 
Dr. S. Weir Mitchell 
Prof. C. E. Norton 
Francis Parkrnan 
F. L. Olmsted 
James Parton 
E. M. Pease 
HarYlet B. Stowe 
E. C. St edman 
A. G. Sedgwick 
H. v.r. Shav-1 
Prof. W. G. Sumner 
Frank R. Stockman 
Hon. Carl Schurz 
l.Jirs. Bayard Taylor 
Mary Virginia Terhune 
B~ard Tuckerman 
Moses Coit Tyler 
Charles DudleyWarner 
!'Uj 
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Jolm Hay 
Julia Ward Hm-.re 
Edward Everett Hale 
Joel Chandler Harris 
T. W. Higginson 
Henr.y- Waterson 
Jolm Greenleaf vllii ttier 
Theodore D. Woolsey 
Col . G. E. Waring 
Prof . E. L. Youmans 
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This is from a pamphlet entitled Partial List of Members--American 
Copyright League. 
(2) Names of those who signed the letter to Secretary of State 
Frelinghuysen from the Ameri can Copyright League, January, 1884, asking 
for a copyright treaty with England: 
P• 1. 
Jolm Bigelov-1 
R. Collyer 
Sidney Howard Gay 
George Walton Green 
H. C. Potter 
Bayard Tuckerman 
George P. Parsons 
H. H. Boyesen 
Howard Crosby, D.D. 
R. W. Gilder 
Laurence Hutton 
A. Thorndike Rice 
Charles D. Warner 
N. Brooks 
Edward Eggleston 
Parke Godwin 
Barnder Matthews 
R. Henry Stoddard 
E. L. Youmans 
This coroos from Publisher's Weekly, Y:i.V, 6 (Feb. 9, 1884),p. 170 .• 
(3) The Executive Committee of the American Copyright League, 1885: 
John Bigelow 
Noah Brooks 
Howard Crosby 
G. W. Folsom 
Richard Watson Gilder 
George Walton Green 
Jonas M. Libbey 
H. C. Potter 
Arthur G. Sedgwick 
Richard Henry Stoddard 
Charles Dudley 1>larner 
G. P. Lathrop, Sec. 
R. U. Johnson, Treas. 
Hj almar Hjorth Boyesen 
Robert Collyer 
Edward Eggleston 
Sidney Howard Gay 
Parke Godwin 
Laurence Hutton 
Brander Matthews 
A. Thorndike Rice 
Edmund Clarence Stedman 
Bayard Tuckerman 
E. L. Youmans 
From To ~ }'[embers of the American Copyri ght League, a pamphlet~ 
APPENDIX VII (continued) 
(4) First Council of the American Copyright League: 
John Bigelow 
H. H. Boyesen 
Robert Collyer 
Howard Crosby 
R. 1-J. Gilder 
George W. Green 
Laurence Hutton 
Brander MattheliTS 
H. c. Potter 
A. G. Sedgewick 
E. C • Stedman 
Charles .D. Warner 
S. L. Clemens 
Poultney Bigelow 
E. P. Roe 
R~ U. Johnson 
Charles Barnard 
T. M. Coan 
Thomas w·. Knox 
Hamil ton Mabie 
E. llionroe Smith 
Bayard Tuckerman 
E. L. Youmans 
Morgan Dix 
Henry W. Alden 
W. H. Bishop 
Jvlrs. B. N. Harrison 
Mrs • L. "IV'. Champney 
Thomas Maitland 
From Publisher's \veekly, XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 28, 1888), p. 61. 
(.5) Council of the American Copyright League, 1887 and 1888: 
Council of the League, 1887 : 
A. G. Sedge-vri ck 
Thomas V.J . Knox 
W. H. Bishop 
T. Hlmson Coan 
Dr. Howard Crosby 
E. P. Roe 
Monroe Smith 
R. 1tJ' . Gilder 
E. C. Stedman 
H. H. Boyesen 
J. H. :Horse 
G. "111'. Green 
Brander Matthews 
Laurence Hutton 
R. U. Johnson 
Dana Estes 
The Council for 1888 included the same per sons, with the ex-
ception of Estes and Morse, and with the addition of: 
J. R. Lowell Robert Collyer 
Bronson Howard G. W. Curtis 
Frank R. Stockton H. c. Bunner 
Charles D. vJarner s. L. Clemens 
E. Eggl eston H. D. Howells 
G. 1·~ . Cable H. M. Alden 
Publisher's Weekly, L1XII, 20 (Nov. 12, 1887),p. 679. 
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(6) Officers of the American Copyright League, 1889: 
President ••••••••••••• Lowell 
Vice Presidents ••••••• Stedman, Lew Wallace, Eggleston 
Secretary ••••••••••••• R. U. Johnson 
Treasurer •••• • •••••••• Col. Thomas 'l'J. Knox 
Executive Commit tee ••• Eggleston, Green, Johns on, Knox, Bowker. 
Publisher's Weekly, XXXVI, 20 (Nov. 16, 1889),pp. 691-2 
(7) Officers of the American Copyright League of Chicago, 1890: 
President •••• • ••• General McClurg 
Vice Presidents •• Prof. &ving, Fralli{lin MacVeagh, Joseph 
Kirkland, and Char les L. Hutchinson. 
Other Officers ••• Marshall Field, George A. Armour, 
E. G. lVIason, Hobart C. Taylor, Reginald 
De Koven, Mrs. Pot ter Palmer, Mrs. Wirt 
Dexter, Capt. Char les King, !:'Irs. Henrotin , 
and l-1rs. Mary Hartwell Catherwood. 
Publishers Weekly, XXXVII, 9 (March 1, 1890),p. 330 
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THE INT.Elli~ATIONAL COPYRIGHT ASSOCIATION OF NEW N~GLAND 
(1) Formation of the International Copyright Association of 
Ne'tv England. 
The letter of i nvitation to the meeting vThi ch resulted in the 
fonndingof t his organization was written in Boston, December 20, 1887, 
and signed by: 
James Russell Lovrell 
Thomas Bailey Aldrich 
Charles Francis Adams 
Alexander H. Rice 
Charles Fairchild 
Charles W. El iot 
Francis A. Wallcer 
John Bartlet t 
Thomas Niles 
Louis A. Roberts 
Oliver Wendell Holmes 
John Lowell 
Richard Henry Dana 
Samuel D. ltJarren 
Henry Lee 
William F. W§,I'ren 
Elmer H. Capen 
Henry 0. Houghton 
Benjamin H. Ticknor 
Dana Estes 
The stated purpose of the meeting was nto organize a local 
association for cooperation vri. th the Author1 s Copyr i ght League of New York. 11 
Mr. Estes declared i n his opening address t hat he Hanted not only 
authors in this new associati on, but also publisher s, papermakers, printers, 
binders, college presidents, distin~1ished lawyer s , and editors of leading 
newspapers. 
From Proceedings at the :Neeting f or the Formation of the Inter-
national Copyright AssociatiOD; Parker House, December~ 1887,passim. 
(2) Officers of the International Copyright Association of New 
England, 1887 
President Charles w. Eliot 
Vice Presidents John LovTell, Fr ancis Parlanan, 
Henry 0. Hought on 
Treasurer Thomas B. Aldri ch 
Secretary Dana Estes 
Assistant Secretary Warren F. Kellogg 
Directors: Alex H. Rich, John F. Andrew, Robert R. 
Bishop, E. H. Clement, John D. Long, 
Benjamin H. Ticknor. 
Publisher 1 s Weekly, XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 31, 1888 j,p. 73 
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(3) Officers of the International Copyright Association of New 
England, elected December 30, 1890. 
President - - ------ Francis A. i-Jalker 
Vice Presidents -- J. R. Lowell, H. w. Goodwin, 
H. 0. Houghton 
Treasurer - - ------ Charles C. Soule 
Secretary -·*------ Dana Estes 
Assistant Secretary -- Francis H. Little 
Directors - ----------- Alexander H~ Prince, N. s. Shaler, 
E. H. Clement, John D. Long, Ben j amin H. Ticknor, 
Herman vi. Chaplin, Sanmel E. Elder . 
Publisher's Weekly, XXXVII, 1 (Jan. 4, 1890),p. 7. 
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THE AMERICAN PUBLISHER'S COPYRIGHT LEAGUE 
(1) The Articles of Organization of the American Publisher's 
Copyright League. 
I. The name of this Association shall be ttThe American 
Publisher's Copyright League." 
II. The object of this Association shall be to cooperate with 
American authors in securing international copyright. 
II4 The officers shall be a President, a Secretary, a Treas-
urer, to be elected annually on the last Thursday in December. 
IV. Membership shall be limited to American publishers who 
favor international copyright. 
V. Each member shall pay twenty-five dollars entrance fee 
and tv-renty-five dollars for annual dues on or before the monthly meeting 
on the last Thursday in Febr uary. 
VI. Regular meet ings shall be held on the last Thursday in 
each month. Members shall be notified of the meet ing by the Secretary. 
Nine members shall constitute a quorum. Special meetings may be called 
by the President on the writ ten request of seven members. 
Publisher's Weekly, XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 21, 1888),p. 66,. 
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APPENDIX IX (continued) 
(2) Those who attended the first meeting of the American 
Publisher's Copyright League, December 29, 1887. 
E. P. Dutton & Co. 
A.D.F. Randolph & Co. 
G. W. Dillingham 
Robert Carter & Bros. 
J. B. Lippincott Co. 
Robert Clarke & Co. 
Cushings & Bailey 
A. C. McClurg 
Little, Brown & Co. 
Sheldon & Co. 
1villiam Wood & Co. 
Houghton-Hifflin & Co. 
John Wiley & Sons 
Lee & Shepard 
Ticknor & Co. 
A. s. Barnes & Co. 
The Century Co .. 
F. A. Stokes 
Thos. Y. Crowell & Co. 
Thos. irJhi t taker 
I vi son, Blakeman & Co. 
Phillips & Hunt 
Tainter Br os. & Co. 
Estes & Lauriat 
Charles L. Webster & Co. 
E. & J. B. Young & Co. 
Geo. R. Lockwood & Son 
Baker & Tailor Co. 
Ha;rper & Bros. 
D. Appleton & Co. 
Chas. Scri bner's Sons 
Dodd...J-.1ead & Co. 
A. C. Arms trong & Son 
G. P. Putnam's Sons 
Clark & :tvlaynard 
Henry Holt & Co. 
James Pott & Co. 
Publisher's Weekly, XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 21, 1888) ,p. 66. 
(3) Houses which joined the American Publ isher's Copyright 
League on January 21, 1888. 
American Publishing Co. 
Oliver Ditson & Co. 
Ginn & Co. 
John i,v. Lovell 
Mark H. Pomeroy 
Rand McNally & Co. 
Van Ant>v-erp, Bragg & Co. 
John B. Alden 
Hubbard Bros. 
Fords, Howard & Hurlbert 
D. Lockwood & Co. 
Roberts Bros. 
F . A. St okes & Bro. 
R. R. Bowker 
Gebbie & Co. 
M. L. Holbrook 
George Hunro 
Street & Smith 
Sheldon & Co. 
Publisher's 11Teekly, XXXIII, 3 (Jan. 21, 1888), pp. 67-68 
APPENDIX X 
THE JOINT COEiMITTEE ON I NTERNATIONAL COPYRI GHT, 1889 
(1) Members 
American Copyright League: Egglest on, Johnson, Knox, 
Green, Bowker, Lowell, Stedman, Gilder. 
J:?ubli sher's League: W. H. Appleton, G. H. Putnam, 
W. W. Appleton, Scribner, Joseph W. Harper, Randol ph, H. 0. Houghton, 
Craige Lippincott, Holt, Est es (also represented t he Boston League). 
Typographical Unions : W. E. Boselly and l ater, Charles J. Dumar. 
Typothetae: Theodore L. DeVinne. 
American Library Association: Frank P. Hi l l 
Thorvald Solberg. 
Publisher's Weekly, XXXIX, 10 (March J., 1891~ p. 310. 
2ll 
APPENDIX XI 
l"lliETINGS CONCERNI NG THE APPLETON BILL, 1872 
(1) Meeting held in New York, January 6, 1872, to consider W. H. 
Appleton's bill for internat ional copyright. 
present: 
Those ~ approved the bill 
D. Appleton & Company 
Sheldon & Company 
Lee, Shepard & Dillingham 
A.D.F. Randolph & Compru1y 
W. H. Bidwell 
Robert Carter & Brothers 
Thore ~ opposed ~ bill 
James l"Iiller 
C. Scribner & Company 
E. R. Pelton 
Collins & Brother 
D.W.C. Lent & Company 
llidd & Mead 
J. B. Ford & Company 
Holt & Williams 
G. P. Putnam & Sons 
E. P. Dutton & Company 
Hurd & Houghton 
Tainter Brothers 
J. R. Osgood & Company 
Publisher's Weekly, I, 5 (Feb. 15, 1872), p . 138. 
(2) Heeting held in Philadelphia, January 27, 1872. Those 
Henry C. Baird 
Roger Sherman 
Thomas Hackellar 
James R. Nicholson 
A. G. Elliot 
w·alter Lippincott 
National Publishing 
w. W. Harding 
Jesseup & Moore 
Cowpert hwaite & Compa1~ 
J. E. Potter & Compcny 
W. B. Evans & Company 
Gaskell & Gressmer 
Porter & Coates 
Company Henry C. Lea 
From Publisher's Heekly, I, 3 (Feb. 1, 1872),p. 69. 
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APPENDIX XII 
THE HARPER TREATY i.u'JD THE LEA. BILL, 1880 
(1) Petition of those backing the Harper Treaty. Signatures: 
Henry W. Longfellow 
Oliver Wendell Holmes 
Ralph Waldo Emerson 
James T. Fields 
John Greenleaf 1~ittier 
Thomas Bailey Aldrich 
William Dean Howells 
John li'lilliam Draper 
Simon Ne1v-comb 
Charles Dudley Warner 
Samuel L. Clemens 
Charles E. Norton 
George William Curtis 
George Bancroft 
Paul B. DuChaillu 
J arne s Parton 
Frank Vincent Jr. 
Benson J. Lossing 
S. Irenaeus Prime 
C. Edwards Lester 
Charles Nordhoff 
Louisa May Alcott 
John Esten Cooke 
Sidney Lanier 
Paul Hamilton Hayne 
N. Schele Devere 
Nary A. Sprague 
Will Carleton 
Mary L. Booth 
E. D. G. Prime 
E&iard Eggleston 
Harper & Brothers 
Charles Scribner's Sons 
G. W. Carleton & Co . 
John Wiley & Sons 
Ford's 
A. S. Barnes & Company 
W. J. Middleton 
R. vJorthington 
Robert Carter & Brot hers 
G. P. Putnam's Sons 
Thomas Y. Crowell & Company 
William Ware & Compaey 
A. Cleveland Coxe 
Harriet Pr escott Spofford 
L. P. D. Cesnola 
George Ticknor Curtis 
E. P. Whipple 
George H. Boker 
I. I. Hayes 
John Bigel ow 
Asa Gray 
E. L. Youmans 
Hilliam Duight vJhi tney 
William A. Hammond 
George Cary Eggleston 
Epes Sargent 
Thomas J. Conant 
Harriet Beecher Stowe 
Ernest Ingersoll 
s. s. Cox 
Parke Godvd.n 
Helen Jackson 
M. B. Anderson 
J. T. Trowbridge 
R. Shelton Mackenzie 
Susan Warner 
Anna B. Warner 
Philip Schaff 
Henry w. Bellows 
Lewis H. Morgan 
Donald G. }titchell 
Virginia W. Johnson 
Elizabeth Stuart Phelps 
D. Appleton & Company 
A .. D.F . .- Randolph & Company 
Dodd Mead & Company 
D. Van Nos trand 
Howard & Hullbert 
A. C. Armstrong & Son 
E. P. Dutt on & Company 
Baker, Platt & Company 
Sheldon & Company 
Henry Holt & Company 
James R. Osgood & Compcny 
A. K. Lori ng 
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Robert S. Davis & Company 
Ginn & Heath 
Little, Brown & Company 
Lockwood, Brooks & Company 
J. B. Lippincott & Company 
T. B. Peterson & Br others 
American Baptist Publishing Society 
Robert Clarke & Company 
Jansen, McClurg & Company 
Hall & Whitney 
Houghton, ~lifflin & Company 
Rober ts Brothers 
D. Lothrop & Company 
E. Cl axton & Company 
Colvperthwaite & Company 
Presl ey, Blakiston 
S. C. Griggs & Company 
A. L. Bancroft & Company 
Publisher's Weekly, XVIII, 25 (Dec. 18, 18801p. 836. 
(2) Petition of thosebacking the Lea Bill. Signatures: 
Theodore Woolsey 
Edward Everett 
J. G. Holland 
Iviary Hapes Dodge 
Dr. Austin Flint 
Dr. Austin Flint Jr. 
C. L. Brace 
Dr. J. c. Dalton 
Robert Patterson & Company 
Hildreth Printing Company 
T. S. Arthur 
Alfred Stills 
H. C. Lea's Sons & Company 
Porter & Coates 
Henry C. Baird & Company 
J. M. Stoddard & Company 
T. B. Peterson & Company 
Hackellar, Smith & Jordan 
Publisher's Weekly, XVIII, 25 (Dec. 18, 188o),p. 835. 
2lt~ 
APPENDIX XIII 
THE HA\{LEY BILL AND THE CHACE BILL 
(l) Those who spoke at the hearings on the two bills, January 28, 188~ 
Hot-vard Crosby 
George Walton Green 
Horace E. Scudder 
Janes vJelsh 
Roger Sherman 
George H. Putnam 
Senator Hatvley 
Samuel L. Clemens 
James Lowmdes 
Dana Estes 
Josiah R. Sypher 
A. G. Sedgwick 
George T. Curtis 
G. C. Hubbard 
R. R. Bow-1ker 
Henry C. Baird 
Henry Holt 
W. H. Browne 
J . R. Lowell 
H. C. Lea 
A. R. Spofford 
Publisher's Weekly, XXX.III, 3 (Jan 21, 1888), p. 62 
( 2) Senate vote on the Chace Bill, !-1ay 9, 1888 :: 
For 
Allison, Iowa, (R) Edmunds, Vt. (R) 
Bate, Tenn. (D) Evarts, N.Y. (R) 
Blair, N. H. (R) Farwell, Ill. (R) 
Blodgett, N. J. (D) Faulkner, W. Va. (D) 
Botven, Colo. (R) Frye, Me. (R) 
Bro•vn, Ga. (D) Hampton, s. c. (D) 
Butler, S. C. (D) Haw-ley, Conn. (R) 
Chace, R. I. (R) Hiscock, N. Y. (R) 
Chandler, N. H. (R) Hoar, Mass. (R) 
Cullom, Ill. (R) Ingalls, Kan. (R) 
Davis, JVIinn. (R) Nitchell, Ore. (R) 
Dolph, Ore. (R) 
Berry, Ark. (D) 
Call, Fla., (D) 
Eustis, La. (D) 
Jones, Ark. (D) 
Against 
Pugh, Ala. (D) 
Ransom, N. G. (:0) 
Reagan, Tex. (D) 
Mor gan, Ala. (D) 
Paddock, Neb. (R) 
Quay, Pa. (R) 
Turpie, Ind. (D) 
Pasco, Fla. (D) 
Payne, Ohio (D) 
Sawyer, \fis. (R) 
Spooner, i.Jis. ( R) 
Stockbridge, Yuch. (R) 
Wilson, Iowa (R) 
Hi lson, Hd. (D) 
Saul sbury, Del. (D) 
Vance, N. C. (D) 
~ialthall, Fliss. (D) 
Congressional Record, 50th Congress, lst Session, Vol. XIX, 
Part IV, p. 3882. 
APPENDIX XIV 
THE PLA.TT-STI-lONDS BILL 
:(1) Senate vote on the Platt-Simonds Bill, February 18, 1891. 
Blair, N. H. (R) 
Carey, ltlyo. (R) 
Chandler, N. H. (R) 
Cullem, Ill. (R) 
Dixon, R. I. (R) 
Dolph, Ore., (R) 
Edmunds, Vt. (R) 
Evarts, N. Y. (R) 
Farwell, Ill. (R) 
FauJlmer, H. Va. (D) 
Frye, Ne. (R) 
Gray, Del. (D) 
Hampton, S. C. (D) 
Bate, Tenn. (D) 
Berry, Ark. (D) 
Call, Fla. (D) 
Carlisle, Ky. (D) 
Casey, N. -n. (R) 
For 
Hampton, S. C. (D) 
Hawley, Conn. (R) 
Higgins, Del. (R) 
Hiscock, N. Y. (R) 
Hoar, Mass. ( R) 
lvtcConnell, Ind. (R) 
:tvlcMillan, l1ich. (R) 
McPher son, N. J. (D) 
¥utchell, Ore. (R) 
1'1orrill, Vt. (R) 
Paddock, Neb. (R) 
Pasco, Fla. (D) 
Against 
Coke, Tex. (D) 
Daniel, Va. (D) 
George, ~liss. (D) 
Harris, Tenn. (D) 
Jones, Ark. (D) 
Platt, Conn. (R) 
Plumb, Kans. (R) 
Sander s, Mont. (R) 
Sal"'Yer, 1vis. (R) 
Stanford, Cal. (R) 
Stewart, Nev. (R) 
Stockbridge, Hich. (R) 
Warren, 1-lyo. (R) 
Washburn, ¥linn. (R) 
Wilson, Iowa, (R) 
\.Jilson, Nd. (D) 
Wolcott, Colo. (R) 
Pettigrew, S. D. (R) 
Pugh, Ala. (D) 
Reagan, Tex. (D) 
Vest, Mo. (D) 
Congressional Record, .51st Congress, 2nd Session, Vol XXII, Part III, 
P• 2S49. 
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(2) The last vote on the Platt-Simonds Bill. Vot e on the Pasco motion 
to request the House of Representatives to return the bill, March U, 
1891. If the motion had carried, the bill would have been lost. 
Berry, Ark. (D) 
Call, Fla. (D) 
Casey, N. D. (R) 
Cockrell, Mo. (D) 
Daniel, Va. (D) 
Coke, Tex. (D) 
Faulkner, W. Va. (D) 
Aldrich, R. I. (R) 
Allen, ~vash. (R) 
Blodgett, N. J. (D) 
Butler, S. C. (D) 
Carey, wyo. (R) 
Chandler , N. H. (R) 
Dawes, }fiass. (R) 
Dixon, R. I. (R) 
Dolph, Ore. (R) 
Edmunds, Vt. (R) 
Yeas 
Gray, Del. (D) 
Hale, Ne. (R) 
Harris, Tenn. (D) 
Jones , Ark. (D) 
Hitchell, Ore. (R) 
Pasco, Fla. (D) 
Pett igre"t.J, s. D. (R) 
Nays 
Farwell, Ill. (R) 
Frye, He. (R) 
Haxnpton, S. C. (D) 
Hawley, Conn. (R) 
Hoar , Mass. (R) 
Jones , Nev. (R) 
:tJicHillan, Mich. (R) 
Manderson, Neb. (R) 
Norrill, Vt. (R) 
Pierce, N. D. (R) 
Plumb, Kans. (R) 
Reagan, Tex. (D) 
Sherman, 0. (R) 
Vance, N. c. (D) 
Ve st, Mo. (D) 
~,Jalthall, Niss. (D) 
Platt, Conn. (R) 
Sanders, 1-'lont. (R) 
Savr,rer, Wis. (R) 
Shoup, Id. (R) 
Spooner, Wis. (R) 
Stewart, Nev. (R) 
Stockbridge, Mich. (R) 
Warren, Wyo. (R) . 
\vashburn, I.Jfinn. (R) 
Congressional Record, 51st Congress, 2nd Sessi on, Vol. XXII, 
Part IV, p. 3912. 
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ABSTRACT 
THE STRUGGLE FOR INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT 
The writer of this dissertation has attempted to do the following: 
first, to give a chronological history of the struggle for international 
copyright; second, to present a general descripti on of the economic ef-
fects of the lack of international copyright on t he book industry, on the 
authors concerned, both British and American, and on the American people; 
third, to determine who favored and who opposed international copyright, 
and why they did so; fourth, to discover the reasons that the United 
States delayed so long in adopting copyright for foreigners; and fifth, 
to establish those causes which eventually led t o the enactment of inter-
national copyright laws. 
In 1790 the United States passed its first copyright act. However, 
this act did not allow American copyright to foreign authors. It was not 
until 1836 that there was any important agitation for altering this situ-
ation. The first serious att empt to obtain copyright for foreigners came 
early in 1837, when Henry Clay introduced an international copyright bill 
in the Senate. This was the real beginning of the struggle. It continued 
until March, 1891, when Congress passed the Platt-Simonds Bill, the first 
American international copyright measure. 
The fact that there was no international copyright law was very 
important in the rise of American publishing. The American publishers 
prospered and expanded great ly on the profits derived from reprinting the 
· works of the popular British writers, to whom the publishers were required 
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to pay nothing. Early in t he nineteenth century t he Americans began to 
"pirate" British authors - that is, to reprint t heir works without per-
mission or payment. Probably the novelist Maria Edgeworth was the first 
to suffer this fate. Then Scott, Dickens, Thackeray, Reade, and many 
others were reprinted in America. With this came prosperity for American 
publishers. Beginning in the 1830's American publ ishing began to expand 
impressively. This expansion was assisted by the l arge growth of popula-
tion and by the fact that most Americans were readers; it was also aided 
by the great flow of books from England that could be reprinted and that 
found an eager market among the Americans. 
With this, American readers were receiving an inexpensive litera-
ture of the highest quality. 
British writers, with Dickens the most voci f erous, protested 
angrily against being used in this way. They compl ained that their crea-
tions were being stolen from them. Yet a system of payments to British 
authors had developed in America, and it is evident that many of the 
authors received a very good income from America. 
American writers complained that American l i terature was being 
seriously retarded by the competition of cheap English books, and that an 
American could not make a l i ving by his pen - that, with no international 
copyright, he was prevented from earning money either at home or abroad.. 
Yet Americans could obtain English copyright, if t hey published first in 
England. Many of them did so. Some who did not were pirated by the English 
as unscrupulously as the English writers were pirated by the Americans. 
Nevertheless, there were Americans who, in spite of English competition, 
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could make a living on writing. It appears certai n that an American who 
could equal the appeal of t he English authors, could sell well in the 
United States, even though his books cost more. There is evidence that by 
the 188o•s in the United States the Americans wer e competing on at least 
even terms with the British. 
The fight for international copyright, i n Congress and out, was 
sporadic and ineffective before the Civil War. This was due partly to the 
lack of a real urgency for any such legislation. Almost everyone, except 
the authors and a few publishers, was satisfied with things as they were. 
After the Civil War, however, the situati on began to change. There 
were factors at work which were making international copyright laws inevi-
table. The passing away of the great popular British writers; the in-
creasing attractiveness to American readers of American writers; the 
chaotic competition in the publishing industry which resulted from a lack 
of regulation, all contributed to an increasing desire for reform. Younger, 
tougher-minded men took up the fight and pressed it through Congress. The 
big publishers joined them in this. Organizations of publishers and authors 
lobbied and propagandized to such effect that, by 1891, almost all who 
were concerned in any way, except for a few speci al interests and a hard 
core of politicians in Congress (most of them repr esenting the people of 
the South and West), favored international copyright. 
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